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PREFACE 


C ARLYi.K once wrote that as Cromweirs biographer he 
had to drag out the Lord Protector from under a moun¬ 
tain of dead dogs, a huge load of calumny and oblivion. 
My job, as IVotsky’s biographer, has been somewhat similar, 
with this difference, however, that when I set out to assail my 
mountain of dead dogs great events were about to strike at it 
with immense force. I had concluded The Prophet Armed^ the 
first part of my study of Trotsky, while Stalin was still alive, 
and while his ‘cult’ appeared as indestructible as the stigma 
attached to 'J rotsky seemed indelible. Most reviewers of The 
Prophet Armed agreed with a British critic who wrote that ‘that 
single book undoes three decades of Stalinist denigration’; but, 
of course, neither the book nor its documentation brought forth 
a single word of'coinment from the Soviet historians and critics, 
who usually devote an unconscionable amount of attention to 
every piece of'‘Sovietology’, no matter how trashy, that appears 
in the West. 'Phen came Stalin’s death, the Twentieth Congress, 
and Khrushchev's ‘secret’ speech. An earthquake shook the 
mountain of dead dogs, scattering half of it far and wide; and 
for a moment it looked as if the other half too was about to be 
blown away. Historically truthful references to Trotsky’s part 
in the Russian Revolution began to appear in Soviet periodicals 
for the first time in three decades, although the paucity and 
timidity of the references suggested how close the connexion 
between history and politics still was in this case, and how 
delicate the problem. 

When Stalin’s idol was being smashed and the Stalinist 
falsification of history was being officially and emphatically de¬ 
nounced, the shade of Stalin’s chief antagonist inevitably aroused 
fresh and lively, though bewildered, interest. In Moscow, Peking, 
Warsaw, and East Berlin people wondered anew what had been 
the significance and the moral of Trotsky’s struggle against 
Stalin. Young historians, to whom the archives, hitherto kept 
under lock and key, had suddenly been thrown open, avidly 
looked for an answer in the unfamiliar records of Bolshevism. 
Khrushchev having declared that Stalin had destroyed his 
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inner party critics by means of false and monstrous accusations, 
the historians naturally expected an explicit rehabilitation of the 
victims of the Great Purges. Here and there the rehabilitation 
was already taken for granted. In Poland, for instance, tlu* 
writings of Trotsky and Bukharin, Rakovsky and Radek, were 
quoted, and even reprinted, as offering much needed illumina¬ 
tion of the enigma of the Stalin era (and so were my own books 
and essays). 

Soon thereafter, however, the assault on the ‘mountain of 
dead dogs’ was halted in its tracks. Towards the end of 
1956, or early in 1957, during the reaction against the 
Hungarian turmoil, a halt was called in Moscow to the resti¬ 
tution of historical truth. The dilemmas and fluctuations oi* 
current policy became once again reflected in the writing 
of history, and were focused, as it w('re, in the treatment of 
IVotsky. Since them Stalin’s discredit(‘d Short (bourse of the 
History of the C.PS.IJ, has been replaced by a new official 
compendium of party history which attempts to reimpose, 
though in a modified and sofumed version, the anathema 
on Trotsky; and in Soviet periodicals the volume of writings 
designed surreptitiously to defame Trotsky has grown much 
larger than it ever was in the last decade or so of th(! Stalin 
era. 

However, what w-as once a drama has now become! she(!r 
farce. The Stalinist anathema, absurd though it was, had its 
‘logic’ and consistency: Stalin knew^ that he could not maintain 
it effectively without gross, unscrupulous, and systematic falsi¬ 
fication of the past. Khrushchev tries to ban the truth about 
'Protsky without resorting to outright falsification—he contents 
himself with a ‘moderate’ dose of distortion; and by this alone 
he renders the anathema ludicrous. Thus, the authors of the 
new party-history extol the work of the Military Revolutionary 
Committee of 1917 and of the Commissariat of War of the civil 
war period, without mentioning in this connexion that Trotsky 
stood at the head of both these bodies; but almost in the same 
breath they do mention this fact when they have to find fault 
with the work of the same Committee or the same Commissariat. 
(It is as if one watched a child, who has not yet learned the mean¬ 
ing of hide-and-seek, pull at his mother’s skirt and shout: ^Here 
I am, look for me.’) The Khrushchevite historians evidently 
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assume that Soviet readers will not be intelligent enough to see 
that the praise and the blame are both directed alike at the same 
person. In his own, perverse way Stalin took a far higher view 
of the perspicacity of his subjects; and he preferred to give them 
no facts that might stimulate heretical guesswork, and to 
leave no scope Ibr such guesswork. The new versions of party 
history also dwell one-sidedly on disagreements between Lenin 
and Trotsky; but by publishing Lenin’s suppressed writings 
and throwing open th(r archives, the new party leaders have in 
fact done virtually everything that was needed for Trotsky’s 
rehabilitation. Now all their attempts to banish him once 
again from the annals of the revolution are vain. 

Trotsky’s ghost is evidently still haunting Stalin’s successors. 
I trust that in these pages readers will find at least part of the 
explanation of this apparently bizarre fact. Despite all the great 
changes that have occurred in Soviet society since the 1920’s, or 
rather because of these changes, some of the crucial issues of the 
controversy between Stalin and Trotsky are as alive today as 
ever. Irotsky denounced the ‘bureaucratic degeneration’ of 
the workers’ state; and he confronted Stalin’s ‘monolithic’ and 
‘infallibly’ led party with the demand for freedom of expression, 
debate, and criticism, believing that on these alone could and 
should voluntary and genuine communist discipline be based. 
His voice was smothered in the Russia of the 1920’s; but with 
the many-sided, industrial, educational, and social progress of 
the Soviet Union this his idea has come back to life, gaining 
possession of many communist minds. In their brief hour of 
truth, Khrushchev and Mikoyan, Mao and Gomulka, Kadar 
and Togliatti, not to speak of Tito and Nagy, had to pay their 
tribute to it. A substratum of‘Trotskyism’ could be found in the 
contributions, however half-hearted and fragmentary, which 
each of them then made to ‘de-Stalinization’. Indeed, in this 
hour of truth Trotsky appeared as the giant forebear of all of 
them, for none of them approached Stalinism with anything 
like the depth, the sweep, and the vigour of his critical thought. 
Since then, frightened by their own bravado, they have retraced 
their steps; and the Soviet regime and the Communist party, 
moving two steps forward and one step back, are still far from 
having overcome their ‘bureaucratic deformation’. 
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The fact that as yet the issues posed by Trotsky ha\\% at best, 
been only half resolved makes the story of his opposition to 
Stalinism more, not less, topical. Nor is Trotsky’s antagonism 
to Stalinist bureaucracy the only aspect of his struggle whic'h 
has a bearing on our times. A large part of this narrative 
centres on the conflict between his internationalism and the 
isolationist self-sufficiency of latter-day Bolshevism embodied in 
Stalin, 'fhis conflict reappeared and grew acute even before! 
the close of the Stalin era; and since then the balance has 
begun to tilt towards internationalism. This is yet another 
unresolved issue lending fresh interest to the controversy of the 
1920’s. 

Stalin’s successors live in such grotesque horror of Trotsky’s 
shade because they are afraid of coming to grips with the 
issues with which he, so much ahead of his time, did come to 
grips. Their behaviour may be explained in j)art by ob¬ 
jective circumstances and in part by inertia, for Khrushchev 
and his associates, even in their rebellion against Stalinism, 
are still Stalin’s epigones. But they act also from the narrowest 
motives of self-defence. The following incident, which occurred 
during a session of the Central Committee in June 1957, 
illustrates the nature of their predicament. At that session 
Khrushchev, speaking on the motion for the expulsion of 
Molotov, Kaganovich, and Malenkov, recalled the Great 
Purges, the subject invariably recurring in all the secret 
debates since Stalin’s death. Pointing at Molotov and Kaga¬ 
novich, he exclaimed: ‘Your hands are stained with the blood 
of our party leaders and of innuni(!rable innocent Bolshe¬ 
viks!’ ‘So arc yours!’, Molotov and Kaganovich shouted 
back at him. ‘Yes, so are mine’, Khrushchev replied. ‘I admit 
this. But during the Great Purges I only carried out your 
orders. I was not then a member of the Politbureau and I arn not 
responsible for its decisions. You were.’ When Mikoyan later 
reported the incident to the Comsomol in Moscow, he was 
asked why the accomplices of Stalin’s crimes were not tried in 
court. ‘We cannot try them’, Mikoyan is said to have answered, 
‘because if we start putting such people in the dock, there is no 
knowing where we should be able to stop. We have all had 
some share in conducting the purges.’ Thus, if only in order to 
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safeguard their own immunity, Stalin’s successors must still 
keep in the dock the ghosts of some of Stalin’s victims. As to 
Trotsky, is it not safer indeed to leave him where he lies, under 
the half-shattered pyramid of slander, rather than transfer him 
to the Pantheon of the revolution? 

I do not believe and have never believed that Trotsky’s 
memory^ is in any need of rehabilitation by rulers or party 
leaders. (It is, I think, rather they who, if they can, ought to 
work for their exculpation!) Nothing, however, is farther from 
my intemtion than to indulge in any cult of'IVotsky. 

I do indeed consider Trotsky as one of the most outstand¬ 
ing revolutionary leaders of all times, outstanding as fighter, 
thinker, and martyr. But I am not seeking to present here the 
gloril'ying imag(! of a man without blemish or blur. I have 
(‘iideavoured to portray him as he was, in his real stature and 
strength but with all his weaknesses; 1 have tried to show the 
extraordinary power, i'crtility, and originality of his mind, but 
also his fallibility. In discussing the ideas which form his 
distinctive contribution to Marxism and modern thought, I 
have attem])ted to disentangle what in my view is, and for a 
long time is likely to remain, of objective and lasting value from 
that which reflected merely transient situations, subjective 
emotions, or errors of judgement. I have done my best to do 
justice to Trotsky’s heroic character to w^hich I find only very' 
few equals in history. But I have also shown him in his many 
momemts of irresolution and indecision: I describe the em¬ 
battled Titan as he falters, and boggles, and yet goes out to 
meet his destiny'. I see him as the representative figure of 
pre-Staliiiist communism and the precursor of post-Stalinist 
communism. Yet I do not imagine that the future of com¬ 
munism lies in 'IVotskyism. I am inclined to think that the 
historic development is transcending both Stalinism and Trot¬ 
skyism and is tending towards something broader than either 
of them. But each of them will probably be ‘transcended’ in a 
different manner. What the Soviet Union and communism 
take over from Stalinism is mainly*- its practical achieve¬ 
ment; in other respects, as regards methods of government 
and political action, ideas, and ‘moral climate’, the legacy of 
the Stalin era is worse than empty; the sooner it is disposed of 
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the better. But precisely in these respects Trotsky has still much 
to offer; and the political development can hardly transcend 
him otherwise than by absorbing all that is vital in his thought 
and applying it to realities which arc far more advanced, 
varied, and complex than those he knew. 

In the preface to The Prophet Armcd^ I indicated that I 
intend(*d to tell the whole story of Trotsky’s life and work from 
1921 onwards in a single volume entitled The Prophet Unarmed.^ 
A reviewer, writing in Ihe Times Literary Supplement^ doubted 
whether the story^ could be told, on tlu* appropriate scale, in 
one volume. His doubt has proved justified. The Prophet 
Unarmed ends with 'frotsky’s banishment from the Soviet 
Union in Januar>^ 1929; another volume, The Prophet Outcast, 
is to cover th(! stormy twelve years of Trotsky’s last exile and 
to give the final assessment of his role. Thes(‘ three volumes 
form part of a larger trilogy, ol‘ which onc' section, Stalin, A 
Political Biofiraphy, appeared in 1949, and another, a two- 
volurned Life of Lenin, is still in an early stage of preparation. 
(I also intend to supplement my biography of Stalin by a book 
Stalins Last Tears, if and when sufficient historical documenta¬ 
tion becomes available.) 

The three volumes of the present ^vork arc, of course, inter¬ 
connected, as arc also, more loos('ly, all the parts of the entire 
trilog)^ But I have so planned them that each volume is as 
far as possible self-contained and can be read as an in¬ 
dependent work. The narrative of this volume covers the 
years which were in many respects the formative period of 
the Soviet Union. It begins with 1921 and the aftermath of the 
civil war, with Trotsky still at the height of power; it ends in 
1929, with Trotsky en route to Constantinople, and the Soviet 
Union entering the epoch of forced industrialization and col¬ 
lectivization. Between these years there unfolds the drama of 
the Bolshevik party which, after Lenin’s death, found itself 
plunged into what was probably the fiercest and the most 
momentous political controversy of modern times, uncertain of 
its policies and groping for direction, caught in extraordinary 

* It will be remembered that both these titles allude to Machiavclli*s dictum 
that ‘all armed prophets have conquered, and the unarmed ones have been 
destroyed*. (Sec the text from The Prince quoted in The Prophet Armed, p. xii.) 
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social and political tensions and in the logic of the single-party 
system, and succumbing to Stalin’s autocracy. Throughout, 
Trotsky is at the centre of the struggle as Stalin’s chief adversary, 
the only alternative candidate to the Bolshevik leadership, the 
‘premature’ advocate! of industrialization and planned economy, 
the critic of Socialism in One Country, and the champion of* 
‘proletarian d(!mocracy’. 

Much of the documentation on which this narrative is based 
has hitherto been unknown. 1 have drawn heavily on Trotsky’s 
Archives, which offer rich insights into the proceedings of the 
Politbureau and the Central Committee and into the work of 
all the factions of the Bolshevik party; on the voluminous and 
revealing correspondence between Trotsky, Radek, Rakovsky, 
Preobrazhensky, Sosnovsky, and many other eminent Bol¬ 
sheviks; on the records of party congresses and cr)nferenccs, on 
files of contemporary Russian and non-Russian newspapers and 
periodicals; and on published and unpublished eye-witness 
accounts. I have benc'fited from personal contact with Natalya 
Sedova, Trotsky’s widow, Heinrich Brandler, Alfred Rosmer, 
Max Eastman, and other participants and survivors of the 
struggle who hav(‘ been good enough to answer my queries and 
somctim(!S to submit to prolonged and repeated questioning. 
In my attempt to reproduce the background and the ‘climate’ 
of the time, my own experience may have been of some value. 
From the middle 1920’s I w^as active in the Polish Communist 
party which stood closer to Bolshevism than did any other 
party; soon then!after I was leading spokesman of an inner-party 
opposition strongly influenced by Trotsky’s ideas; and in 1932 
I had the somewhat curious distinction ofbeing the first member 
ever to be expelled from the Polish party for his anti-Stalinism. 

Access to untapped sources has, I think, enabled me to give 
cither wholly or partly new versions of many crucial events and 
episodes. The relations between Lenin and Trotsky in Lenin’s 
last years; the vicissitudes of the subsequent struggles; the 
relations between Trotsky, Bukharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Radek, and other leaders; the formation and the defeat of the 
various anti-Stalinist oppositions; the events of Trotsky’s first 
year of exile near the Soviet-Chinese frontier, especially the 
divisions w'hich had already appeared in the Trotskyist Opposi¬ 
tion, foreshadowing its collapse many years before the Moscow 
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trials—nearly all of these are narrated or interpreted in the 
light of some hitherto unknown facts. I have also, as in the 
previous volume, paid special attention to Trotsky the man 
of letters and devoted many pages to his views on science, 
literature, and the arts, in particular to his work as Russia’s 
leading literary critic in the early 1920’s. That work, remark¬ 
able for the largeness of his views and his clear-sighted re¬ 
jection of any party tutelage over science and art, has also 
a special relevance to the present situation: such progress 
in these fields as was achieved in the Soviet Union during the 
])ost-Stalinist ‘thaw’ went in the direction of Trotsky’s ideas, 
although it will probably still take a long time before views as 
undogmatic and bold as his make their appearance again 
in the Soviet Union. 

Much as I ha\'e been concerned with the restoration of the 
various features and details of the historic drama, I have never 
been able to dismiss irom my thoughts the tragic theme that 
runs through it from beginning to end and affects nearly all the 
characters involved. Here is modern tragedy in the sense in 
which Trotsky himself has defined it (see Chapter III, p. 193): 
‘As long as man is not yet master of his social organization, that 
organization towers above him like Fate itself. . . . The stuff of 
(ontt'inporary tragedy is found in the clash between the 
individual and a collective, or between hostile collectives 
represented by individuals.’ Trotsky found it ‘difficult to foresee 
whether the dramatist of the revolution will create “high” 
tragedy’. The Soviet dramatist has certainly not yet created it; 
but what modern Sophocles or Aeschylus could possibly pro¬ 
duce tragedy as high as Trotsky’s own life? Is it too much to 
hope that this is nevertheless an ‘optimistic tragedy’, one in 
which not all the suffering and sacrifice have been in vain? 

I am greatly indebted to Mr. Donald Tyerman who has 
read in manuscript this volume as well as all rny previous books 
and has been a constant source of encouragement to me; and 
my thanks are due to Mr. Dan Davin and Mr. John Bell for 
most valuable stylistical criticisms and suggestions. My wife 
has as ever been my only research assistant and also my first, 
the most severe and the most indulgent, critic. I. D. 
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CHAPTER I 


The Power and the Dream 


T hk Bolsheviks made their October Revolution of km 7 in 
the conviction tliat what tliey had begun was mankind's 
‘leap from the realm of nec(*ssity to the realm of freedom’. 
They saw tlu^ bourgeois order dissolving and class society 
crumbling all over the world, not merely in Russia. They be- 
liev('d that ex erywhenr the peoples were at last in revolt against 
being the play tilings of socially unorganized productive forces, 
and against the anarchy of thedr own exist(‘ne(\ 'Phey imagined 
that the world was fully ready to frere itself from the necessity 
to slave and sweat I’or the means of its subsistence—and ready 
also to put an end to man’s domination l:)y man. They greeted 
the dawn of tiie new age in which the human being, all his 
energic's and capacities released, would achicjve self-fuMilment. 
T’liey w('re proud to have opened Ibr humanity ‘the passage 
from pre-history to history’. 

This brilliant vision inspired the minds and hearts not only of 
the leach^'s, ideologues, and dreamers of Bolshevism. It sus- 
tainc'd the hope anci ardour of the mass of their Ibllow’ers as 
well. They lought in the civil w’ar w’ith no mercy Ibr their ene¬ 
mies and no pity Ibr themselves because tlu'y believed that by 
doing so they were ensuring for Russia and the world the chance 
of accomplishing the great leap from necessity to freedom. 

When victoi7 was theirs at last they found that revolutionary 
Russia had overreached herself and was hurlc'd down to the 
bottom of a horrible pit. No other nation had followed her 
revolutionary examj)le. Surnnmded by a hostile or, at best, in- 
dilfercnt world Russia stood alone, bh‘d white, starving, shiver¬ 
ing with cold, consumed by disease, and overcome with gloom. 
In the stench of blood and death her people scrambled wildly 
for a breath of air, a faint gleam of light, a crust of bn^ad. Ts 
this’, they asked, ‘the realm of freedom? Is this where the great 
leap has taken us?’ 

What answer could the leaders give? They replied that the 
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great, and celebrated revolutions of earlier ages had sulfcred 
similar cruel setbacks but had nevertheless justified themselves 
and their work in the eyes of posterity; and that the Russian 
Revolution too would emerge triumphant. Nobody argued thus 
with greater power of conviction than did the chief character of 
this book. Before the hungiy crowds of Petrograd and Moscow 
Trotsky recalled the privations and the distress which revolu¬ 
tionary France endured many years after the destruction of the 
Bastille; and he told them how the First Consul of the Republic 
everv^ morning visited in person the Halles of Paris, anxiousl) 
watched the few peasant carts bringing food from the country, 
and went away eveiy morning knowing that the people of 
Paris would continue to starve.* The analogy was all too real; 
but consoling historical parallels, no matter how true and 
relevant, could not fill Russia’s empty stomach. 

Nobody was able to gauge the depth to which the nation had 
slumped. Dowm below hands and feet fumblingiy searched for 
solid points of support, for something to lean on and something 
to grasp at—in order to climb up. Once revolutionary Russia 
had climbed up she would surely resume the leap from necessity 
to freedom. But how was the ascent to be accomplished? How 
was the pandemonium at the bottom to be calmed? How were 
the desperate multitudes to be disciplined and led for the asccait? 
How could the Soviet republic overcome its appalling misery 
and chaos and then go on to fulfil the promise of socialism? 

At first the Bolshevik leaders did not try to belittle or embel¬ 
lish the predicament or deceiv e their Ibllowi^rs. They attempted 
to uphold their courage and hope with words of truth. But the 
truth, unvarnished, was too harsh to mitigate miserv^ and allay 
despair. And so it began to make room for the soothing li(! 
which at first sought merely to conceal the chasm between 
dream and reality but soon insisted that the realm of freedom 
had already been reached—and that it lay there at the bottom 
of the pit. Tf people refused to believe, they had to be made to 
believe by force.’ The lie grew by degrees until it became 
elaborate, complex, and vast—as vast as the chasm it was de¬ 
signed to cover up. It found among the Bolshevik leaders its 
mouthpieces and dedicated supporters, who felt that without 
the lie and the force which supported it the nation could not be 

* Trotsky, Sochinenya, vol. xii, pp. 318-29. 
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lirasgcd on! oCthe mire. The salutary lie, howc'vci, could bear 
no (onfrontation with the original message of the revolution. 
Nor as the* lie grew could its expounders stand face to face or 
side by side with the genuine leaders of the October Revolution 
to whom the revolution’s message was and remained inviolable. 

'J'he latter did not at once raise their voices in protest. They 
did not c'ven at once rt'cognizc the falsehood for what it was, 
ibr it insinuated itself slowly and imperceptibly. The leaders of 
(he revolution could not help being entangled in it at the outset; 
but then, one alUT another, hesitantly and falteringly, they rose 
to expose and denounce the lie and to invoke against it the 
icvolution’s broken promise. Thcrir voices, however, emee so 
powerful and inspiring, sounded hollow at the bottom of the 
pit and brought forth no response from hungry, weary, and 
cowed multitudes. Of all these voices none vibrated with such 
deep and angry conviction as did that of Trotsky. He now began 
to rise to his he ight as the revolution’s prophet unarmed, who, 
instead of imposing his faith by force, could rely only on the 
force of his faith. 


'fhe year j()i2i at length brought peace to Bolshevik Russia. 
The last shots died down on the battlefields of the civil war. 
I'hc White Armies liad dissolved and vanished. The armies of 
intervention had withdrawn. Peace was concluded with Poland, 
riic European frontiers of the Soviet F(*deration were drawn 
and fixt'd. 

Amid the silence which had fallen on the battl(!fields Bolshevik 
Russia listened intently to sounds from the outside world and 
was becoming poignantly aware of her isolation. Since the sum¬ 
mer of i()‘20, when the Red Army was defeated at the gates of 
Warsaw, the n^volutionary fever in Europe had subsided. The 
old order there found some balance, unstable yet real enough 
to allow the conservative forces to reco\H'r from disarray and 
panic. Communists could not hope for imminent revolutionary 
developments; and attempts to provoke such developments 
could r(*sult only in costly failures. This was demonstrated in 
March 1921, when a desperate and ill-prepared communist 
rising broke out in central Germany. The rising had been en¬ 
couraged and in part instigated by Zinoviev, the President 
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of the Communist International, and Bela Kiin, the luckless 
leader of the Hungarian Revolution of 1919, who believed that 
the rising might 'electrify' and spur to action the apathetic mass 
of the German working class.^ The mass I'aih'd to respond, how¬ 
ever; and the German government suppressed the rising with¬ 
out much difficulty. Tlu* fiasco threw German communism into 
confusion; and amid bitter recriminations the leader of the 
German Communist party, Paul Levy, broke with the Inter¬ 
national. The March rising thus weakened even further the 
forces of communism in Europe and deepened tlu' sense of 
isolation in Bolshevik Russia. 

The nation ruled by Lenin’s party was in a state of near dis¬ 
solution. The material foundations of its existence were shat¬ 
tered. It will b(' enough to nrall that by the end ol' the civil 
war Russia’s national income amounted to only one-third of her 
income in 1913, that industry produced less than one-fifth of 
the goods produced b(‘lbre the war, that the coal-miiK'S turned 
out less than one-tenth and tlu^ iron foundries only one-lbrtieth 
of their normal output, that the railways were destroyed, that 
all stocks and reserves on which any economy depemds for its 
work were utterly exhausted, that the exchange of goods be¬ 
tween town and country had come to a standstill, that Russia’s 
cities and towns had become so depopulated that in 1921 Mos¬ 
cow had only one-half and Petrogi ad onc'-third of its former 
inhabitants, and that the people of tlu: two capitals had for 
many months lived on a food ration ol'two ounces of bread and 
a few frozen potatoes and had healed their dwellings with the 
w^ood of their furniture—and wc shall obtain some idea of the 
condition in which the nation found itself in the fourth year of 
the revolution.- 

The Bolsheviks were in no mood to celebrate victory. The 
Kronstadt rising had finally compelled them to give up war 
communism and to promulgate N.E.P.—the New Economic 
Policy. Their immediate purpose was to induce peasants to sell 
food and private merchants to bring the food from country to 
town, from producer to consumer. This was the beginning of 

* Trotsky, Pyal Let KomitUemay pp. 284-7; Radek, Pyat Let Kominterna, vol. ii, 
pp. 464-5; Tretii Vsemirnyi Kongress Komintermy pp. 58 ff., 308 ff; Lenin, Sochinenya, 
vol. xxxii, pp. 444 50 passim, 

* Kritsinan, Geroidieskii Period Velikoi Russkoi Revolulsiiy pp. 150 ff.; 3 Syezd 
Profsoyuzovy pp. 79-86 and Miliutin*s report in 4 Syezd Profsoyuzov, pp. 72-77. 
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a long scries of concessions to private farming and trade, the 
beginning ol* that ‘Ibrccd retreat’ which Lenin avowed his 
government was compelled to beat before the anarchic elements 
ol small property which wen* predominant in the country. 

Presently calamity struck the nation. Oiu^ of the worst 
liimines in history visited the populous farming land on the 
Volga. Already in th(‘ spring of 1921, just after the Kronstadt 
rising, Moscow had betn alarmed by reports about droughts, 
sand blizzards, and an invasion of locusts in the southern and 
soulh-i'astcrn provinces. The government swallowed its pride 
and appealed for h(‘lp to bourgeois charitable organizations 
abroad. In fidy it was feared that 10 million peasants would be 
flit by the famine. By the end of the year the number of sufferers 
had risen to 3(3 million.* l:ncount(‘d multitudes lied before the 
sand blizzards and the locust and wandered in aimless despair 
over the \ ast ])lains. C;annil)alism n^appeared, a ghastly mockery 
ol'thc high socialist ideals and aspirations emanating from the 
capital cities. 

Sc\'en years of world w ar, nwolution, civil w'ar, intcrv('ntion, 
and war comnuinisin had wrought such changes in society that 
customary i)olilical notions, ideas, and slogans became almost 
meaningless. Russia's social structure had been not merely over- 
turiic d; it w as smashed and destroyed. The social classics wdiich 
laid so implacably and fiirionsh'' wrestled wdth one another in 
the civil war wen* all, with i he partial exception of the peasantry, 
('ither exhausted and j)rostrate or pulverized. The landed gentry 
had perished in their burning mansions and on the battlefields 
of till' civil war; survivors escaped abroad w'ith remnants of the 
White Armies which scattered to the winds. Of the bourgeoisie, 
never very numerous or politically confident, many had also 
perished or emigrated. Those wdio saved their skins, stayxd in 
Russia, and altenipU'd to adjust thi'inselvcs to the new' regime, 
were merely the w reckage of their class. The old intelligentsia, 
and to a lesser degree the bureaucracy, shared thir fate of the 
bourgeoisie proptT: some ate the emigre’s bread in the West; 
oth(Ts served Russia's m'w^ masters as ‘specialists’. With the 
revival of private trade, a new' upstart middle class made its 
appearance. Its members, contemptuously labelled N.E.P.-men, 
w^re bent on exploiting quickly the opportunities N.E.P. 

* Sre Kalinin's report in 9 Vserossiiskii Syezd Sovietor, pp. 23-26. 
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ofifTrd them, amassed mushroom-fortunes, and enjoyed their 
day with the feeling that one deluge was behind them and 
another ahead of them. Despised even by the survivors ol‘ the 
old bourgeoisie, this new middle class did not aspire to develo)) 
a political mind of its own. Sukharevka^ Moscow's sprawling and 
squalid black market, was the symbol of its social existene(* and 
morality. 

It was a grim and paradoxical outcome of the struggle tliat 
the industrial working class, which w^as supposed now i<> exer¬ 
cise its dictatorship, was also pulverized. The most courageous 
and politically minded workers had either laid down their li\'c s 
in the civil war or occupied responsibhr posts in the new ad¬ 
ministration, the arm\, the police, the industrial manag(*menis, 
and a host of newly created institutions and public bodies. 
Proudly conscious of their origin, these j^roletarians turmd 
Commissars did not in 1 ‘act belong to ilu* working class any 
longer. With the passagt! of time many of them be(*am(‘ es¬ 
tranged from the workers and assimilated with tlu' l)urcaucrati(* 
environment. The bulk of the proletariat too became dklassc, 
Masses of workers fled from town to country din ing the hnngi \' 
years; and being mostly town dw’ellers in the first gimcratioii 
and not having lost roots in the country, tlu*y were easily re¬ 
absorbed by the peasantry. In the early vears ofN.I^.P. lh(M<* 
started a migration in the opposite direction, an exodus lh>m 
country to town. Some old workers relumed lo the cities: 
l)ut most of the new-comers were raw and illiterate peasants, 
w’ithout any political, let alone cultural, tradition. However, 
in 1921 and 1922 the migration from country to town was only 
a trickle. 

The dispersal of the old working class created a vaciiinn in 
urban Russia. The old, self-reliant, and class-conscious labour 
movement with its many institutions and organizations, trad(‘ 
unions, co-operatives, and educational clubs, which used to re¬ 
sound w'ith loud and passionate debate and seethe with political 
activity—that movement was now an empty shell. Here and 
then! small groups of veterans of the class struggle met and 
argued about the prospects of the revolution. Tliey had once* 
formed the real ‘vanguard’ of the working class. Now' they wen* 
a mere handful; and they could not see behind them the main 
force of their class which had once listened to them, taken its 
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cue 1‘roin them, and followed them into the thick of social 
struggle.' 

The proletarian dictatorship was triumphant but the prole¬ 
tariat had nearly vanished. It had never been more than a small 
minority of the nation; and it had played a decisive part in three 
revolutions not because of its numbers but because of the extra¬ 
ordinary strength of its political mind, initiative, and organ¬ 
ization. At the b<‘st of times Russia’s large-scale industry 
einpIoy< d not much more than three million workers. After the 
end of the civil war only about half that number remained in 
(‘inployment. Even of these many were in fact idle because the 
plant was idle. Th(‘ govcTiirnent kept them on industrial pay¬ 
rolls as a matter of social policy, in order to save a nucleus of 
the working class for the future. These workers were, in fact, 
l )aup(‘rs. If a \vorker received his w'agc in money, the wage was 
woi tliless because of the catastrophic depreciation of the rouble. 
He made his living, such as it was, by doing odd jobs, trading 
on black markets, and scouring nearby villages for food. If he 
receiN cd his wage in kind, especially in the produce of his fac¬ 
tory, he rushed from the bench to the black market to barter 
aw ay a ])air of shoes or a piece of cloth for bread and potatoes. 
Leit with nothing to barter, he would return to the factory to 
stc‘al a tool, a i'cw nails, or a sack of coal, and he y\-cnt back to 
the black market. Theft in factories was so common that it was 
c'stiniated that half the workers normally stole the things they 
ih(‘mselves j^roduced.- It may be imagined wiiat effect tlie 
hunger, the cold, the tcTiifying idleness at the factory bench and 
the hurly-l)uiiy of the black markets, the cheating and the 
sl(‘aling - the almost zoological struggle for sunival—^liad on 
the morale of the people w'ho wxtc supposed to be the ruling 
class of the new' state. 

As a social class the peasantry' alone emerged unbroken. 
World war, civil w'ar, and famine had, of course, taken their 
toll; but they had not cracked the mainsprings of the peasantiy^’s 
life. They had not reduced its resilience and powers of regenera¬ 
tion. Not even the w'orst calamity could disperse the heavy bulk 


' Set- 4 SyerJ Prof\oyiKn:\ Hukharin's. I.ozovsk>'s, and Miliutin’s reports. 

* Lozovsky claimed that 50 per cent, of the produce was stolen in some factories; 
and it was estimated that waives covered only one-fitth of a worker’s cost ot living. 
Ibid,, p. 119. 
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of the peasantry which, indestructible almost like nature itself, 
needed to work in contact only with nature in order to keep 
alive, wliile llic industrial workers dispersed when the artificial 
industrial machinery on which th(‘ir existence d('pendcd had 
collapsed, "^.rhe peasantry had preserved its character and its 
place in society. It had enhanced its position at the expense oi' 
the landed gentry. It could now afford to count the gains as well 
as the losst's tin* r(;\<.)lution had brought it. The requisitions 
having ceased, the peasants hoped to gather in at last the full 
harvest from tlu'ir (Milarg('d possessions. True, they lived in utter 
poverty. But this and the backwardness which W('nt with it w(‘re 
part and parce l of their social heritage. I'V(‘ed from s(‘ignoral 
overlordship, tlu ])i‘asants preferred poverty on their (uvn small¬ 
holdings to the incomprehensible vistas of abundance' under 
communism which tlu* urban agitators unlblded before them. 
The muzhiks were no longer greatly dislurbed by tlu' agitators’ 
talk. They noticed that oflatc' these had become chary ofoifend- 
ing them and even sought to befriend them and to flalK'r th(*m. 
For the time being, the muzhik was indeed the Benjainin of lhe 
Bolshevik gfjvernment which was anxious to re-establish the 
‘link’ between town and country and the ‘alliance between 
workers and peasants'. Since the working class could not make 
its weight felt, the peasantry’s weight was all tin' ht'a^ ier. Every 
month, every wc'ek, brought the farmer a thousand fresh prool’s 
of his new importance; and his S('lf-confidenc(' was heightened 
accordingly'. 

Yet this social class which alone had preserved its character 
and place in society was by its veiy nature politically impotent. 
Karl Marx once desc rilx'd in a striking imag(‘ the ‘idiocy of 
rural lif(!’ which in the last century prevtuited the French 
peasantry from ‘asserting their class interests in their own name'; 
and his imag(' fits well the Russian peasantry of the 1920’s: 

Throughout the country they live in almost identical conditions, 
but enter very little- into relationships W'ith one another, 'fheir modi' 
of production isolates them, instead of l.)ringiMg them into mutual 
contact. The isolation is intensified ])y the inadertuacy of the means 
of communication . . . and poverty'. Their farms are so small that 
there is practically no scope for division of labour. . . . Among the 
peasantry thcrclbre there can be no divei'sity of development, no 
differentiation of talents, no wealth of social relationship. Each 
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family is almost sclf-sufTicicnt, producing on its own plot of land the 
greater part of its requirements, and thus providing itself with the 
necessaries of life through an interchange with nature rather than 
by means of intercourse with society. Mere is a small plot of land, 
with lh(! peasant-I’anner and his iamily; there is another plot ol' 
land, another peasant with wife and eliildren. A score or two of these 
atoms make up a village, and a few sconrs of villages make up a 
dvlminnent, In tin’s way, the great mass of the French nation is formed 
by the simple addition ol' like! entiti(‘s, much as a sack of potatoes 
consists of a lot of pota!o(\s huddled into a saek.* 

'Fhe huge sack of potato(‘s that was rural Russia also proved 
quite incapable of asserting itself‘in its own name'. Once tlie 
]\)pulist, or Social Revolutionary intelligentsia represented it, 
and spoke on its Ix lialf. But the Social Revolutionary party, 
cliscrediled l)y its own refusal to counlcnance the agrarian 
revolution and thtai driven iniderground and destroyed by the 
liolsheviks, had played out its role. 'Fhe sack of potatoes lay 
vast, formidable, and mute. NoIkkIv could take his eyes oil'it; 
ludDody could ignore it, or trample on it with impunity: it had 
alrt'ady hit urban Russia on the head; and the Bolshevik rulers 
had to l)(»\v toil. But ilu sack of jtotatoes could not gi\'e backbone, 
form, will, and voice to a shapeless and disintegrated society. 


Thus a few yt'ars afi('r the nwolutiori the nation was incaj)ablc 
of managing its own affairs and of asserting itself through its 
own autlientic representatives. TJie old ruling classes were 
crushed; and tln^ ne>v ruling class, the proletariat, was only a 
shadow of its former self. Xo party could claim to represent the 
dispersed working class; and the workers could not control the 
party whicli claimed to speak for (In'in and to rule the country 
on their behalf. 

Wiiom then did tlie Bolshevik parly represent? It represented 
only itself, tliat is, its past association witli the working class, 
its j)resent aspiration to act as the guardian of the proletarian 
class interest, and its intention to reassemble in the course of 
tTononiic reconstruction a new working class wliich should be 
able in due time to take the country’s destinies into its hands. 
In the meantim(‘, the Bolshevik party maintained itself in power 


' .Vlai x, Bnuunirc of l.ouis 
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by usurpation. Not only its enemies saw it as a usurper —the 
party appeared as a usurper even in the li.Q^ht of its own stan¬ 
dards and its own conception of the revolutionary state. 

Tlie enemies of Bolshevism, we remember, had from lh<' oiil- 
s(‘t denounced tlie October Revolution and then the disptTsal 
of the Constituent Assembly in ipiH as acts of usurpation, 'flie 
Bolsheviks did not take this accusation to lu'art: they replied 
that the government from which they st‘izi‘d power in October 
had not been based on any elective rej)resenlative body; and 
that tlu‘ revolutirm \'esied ]xnv(T in a government backed by the 
overwhelming majority of the elected and representaiiw Coun¬ 
cils of Workers' and Soldiers" Deputies. The So\ iets had been a 
class representation and by delinition an organ of proletarian 
dictatorship. They had not b(‘<‘n (‘licted on the basis of universal 
suffrage. The gt'iitry and the bourgeoisie* had l)een disfranchised; 
and the peasantry was represented only in such a ])roportion as 
was compatible with the prcdominanct' of the. urban workers, 
'fhe workers cast tlu'ir votes not as individuals in traditional 
constituencies btit in factories and workshops as inembt^rs of 
those productive units ol’which tlieir class consisted. I t was onK 
this class representation that the Bolsheviks had sine** 1(117 
sidcred as \ <ilid and legitimate.' 

Yet it was precisely in tin* terms of the Bolshevik conc('ption 
of the worki rs" state that Lenin's go\'(‘rninent had gradualK' 
ceased to be representative. Xominally, it was still based on the 
Soviets. But the Soviets of 1921 2, unlike those ol* up 7, were not 
and could not be representative they could not possibly re¬ 
present a virtually non-existent working class. 'J’hey wvre tin* 
creatures of the Bolshevik party; and so w'hc'n I.enin’s govern¬ 
ment claimed to derive its prerogatives from tlie Soviets, it wms 
in fact deriving them from itself. 

The Bolshe\'ik party had the usurper's role thrust upon it. 
It had become impossible for it to live up to its principle oiK'e 
the w^orking class had disintegrated. What could or should the 
party have done under these circumstances? Should it hav(' 
throwm up its hands and surrendered power? A revolutionary 
government which has waged a cruel and devastating civil war 
does not abdicate on the day after its victory and docs not sur¬ 
render to its defeated enemies and to their revenge even if it 

' Lfnin, Swfiinfnya, vol. xxvi, pp. 396-400; Trotsky, Kfmmunh.m i 7 rrrori:tn. 
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discovers that it cannot rule in accordance with its own ideas 
and that it no longer enjoys the support it commanded when it 
entered the civil war. I’hc Bolsheviks lost that support not he- 
raiis(' of any clear-cut change in the minds of their erstwhile 
Ibllowers, but because of the latters' dispersal. They knew that 
lh('ir mandate to rule the republic had not been properly rc- 
jiewcd by the working class—not to speak of the peasantry. But 
they also knew that they were surrounded by a vacuum; that 
the vacuum could be filled only slowly over the years, and that 
for the linu' being nobody could either prolong or invalidate 
thi‘ir mandate. A social catastrophe, ^ farce majeure^ had turned 
them into usurpers; and so they refused to consider themsclvi's 
as such. 

The disappearance in so short a time of a vigorous and mili¬ 
tant social class from the political stage and the atrophy of 
society conscc|ueiit uj:)on civil war formed a strange but not a 
unique historic phenomenon. In other great revolutions, too, 
society broki' down ('xhausted, and revolutionary government 
was similarly transformed. The English Puritan Revolution and 
the f’n'iieh (rreat Revolution had each first upheld a new’ prin¬ 
ciple of re|iresenlative government against the ancien regime. The 
Puritans asserted the riglits of Parliament against the Crown. 
The leaders of tin* French Third Estate did likewise when they 
constituted themsi-lves as the National Assembly. Upheaval and 
civil strife l'oll(»vved, in consequence of which the forces of the 
ancicn iigiinc w ere no longi'r able to dominate society while the 
classes wliich liad supj)ortcd the revolution were loo strongly 
divid('d against tlicmsclvcs and loo exhausted to exercise power. 
No representatix e government was therefore possible. The army 
was the only liocly with enough unity of will, organization, and 
discipline to master the chaos. It proclaimed itself the guardian 
of society; and it established the rule of the sword, a nakedly 
usurpatory form of government. In England the two broad 
phases of the n'xohition were embodied in the same person: 
Cromwell first led the Commons against the Crown and then 
as Lord Protector usurped the prerogatives of both Crown and 
Commons. In France there was a definite break between the two 
phases; and in each difTcrent men came to the fore: the usurper 
Bonaparte played no significant part in the early acts of the 
revolution. 
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111 Russia the Bolshevik party provided that clos(^ly knit and 
disciplined body of men, inspired by a single will, which was 
capable of ruling and unifying the disint('gial(‘d nation. No 
such party had existed in previous revolutions. The main 
strength of the Puritans lay in Cromweirs army; and so they 
came to be dominated by the army. The Jacobin party came 
into being only in the course of the uplu'aval. It was jiart of tlu* 
Huctuating re\olutionary tide. It broke up and vanished at the 
ebb of th<‘ tide. The Bolshevik party, on the contrary, formed a 
solid and centralized organization long befon^ 1917. fliis en¬ 
abled it to assume leadership in the nrvolution and, after the 
ebb of the tide, to play for many decad(‘S the part the army had 
played in rexoluiiunary England and Franci', to seciin' stable 
government and to work towards the integration and remodel¬ 
ling of the national life. 

By its cast of mind and political tradition the Bolsln^vik parly 
was t'xtnaiiely wi ll pri'pan-d and yet peculiarly ill adapted for 
the usurper's j)art. Lenin had trained his disciples as the 'van¬ 
guard’ and tin' # 7 //e of the Lal>our movement. '.flK' Bolshexaks 
had never contented themselv(*s with giving (‘xpression to the 
actual moods or as|)irations of the working class. 'Lhey r(‘garded 
it as their mission to shape* those moods and to prompt and 
develop those aspirations. They looked upon lhemselv(‘s as poli¬ 
tical uuors of the working class and were convinced that as con¬ 
sistent Marxists they kn(‘w better than the opj^ressc'd and 
unenlightened working class could know what w^as its real 
historic interest and what should be done to promote it. It was 
because of this, we remember, that the young Trotsky had 
charged them with th(‘ inclination to ‘substitute'’ their ow'n 
party for the working class and to disregard th(! workers’ 
genuint' wislurs and desires.^ The charge, when 'IVotsky lirsl 
h'vciled it, in 10)04, ahead of the facts. In 1917 as in 190”, 

the Bolsheviks made their ow'ii intervention in tin* revolution 
wholly depo'iident on the degree of proletarian mass support 
they (f>uld muster. Lenin and his staff scrutinized with cold and 
sober eyes even tlnr most minute fluctuations in the workers’ 
political temper; and to these they carefully related their own 
polici( s. It never then occurred to them that they could seize 
or hold powTr without the approval of the majority of the 

’ Svr The Profthel Armed^ pp. Hrj r)7 and passim. 
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workers or ol thc workers and the peasants. Up to the revolution, 
during it, and for some time afterwards, tlu^y were always 
willing to submit tlieir own policies to the ‘verdict of })roletarian 
democracy’, i.e. to the vote of the working class. 

'J\)wards the end of tlu; civil war, howevi r, the ‘verdict of 
proletarian democracy’ had become a meaningless phrase. How 
could that vc-rdict exprt'ss itself when the working class was 
scattcH'd and dilclassr? Through elections to the Soviets? Through 
'normar j)ro(:edures of Soviet democracy? The Bolsheviks 
thought that it would be the height of folly on their part to be 
guided in their actions l^y the vote of a desperate remnant of the 
working class and by the nKJods of accidtaital majorities which 
might form ihemsehTS within the shadowy Soviets. At last they 
-and 1'i‘otsky with tlic in -did in fact substitute their own 
party I'or the* working class. They identilied their own w-ill and 
idtras with what they believed would have been the will and the 
idc‘as of a full-blooded w’orking class, if such a working class had 
existed. Their habit of rc'garding themsidves as the interpreters 
of the prolt'iarian-das.s interest made that substitution all the 
easier. As the old vanguard, the party found it natural for itself 
to act as tile locum lenens lor the working class during that strangle 
and, it hojied, short iritcTval wlien that class w^as in a state of 
dissolution. Thus the Bolsheviks drew a moral justification for 
tlieir usurpatory role liom their own tradition as wtU as from 
the actual state of society. 

The Bolshevik tradition, howevi’r, was a subtle combination of 
diverse elements. The parly’s moral self-reliance, its superiority, 
its sense of revolutionary mission, its inner discipline, and its 
deeply ingrained conviction that authority was indispensable 
to proletarian revolution- all these c|ualities had fornu'd the 
authoritarian strands in Bolshevism. These, however, had been 
held in check by the party’s intimate closeness to the real, and 
not merely to the tluroretical, working class, by its genuine de¬ 
votion to it, by its burning belief that the WT*al of the exploited 
and the oppressed was the beginning and the end of the 
revolution and that the wwker should eventually be the real 
master in the mnv state, because in the end History wx>uld 
through his mouth pronounce a severe and just verdict on all 
parties, including the Bolsheviks, and all their deeds. The idea 
of proletarian democracy was inseparable from this attitude. 
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When the Bolshevik evoked it he expn\sscd his conti^inpt Ibi tJie 
lormal and deceptive democracy of the bourgeoisie, his readiness 
to ride roughshod, if need be, over all the non-proletarian 
classes, but also his ft'cling that he was bound in duty to rc'specl; 
the will of the working class even when nionuTitarily he dis¬ 
sented from it. 

In the early stages of the revolution the proletarian-demo¬ 
cratic strand was pre-eminent in the Bolshevik character. Now 
the bent towards authoritarian leadership was on top of it. 
Acting without the normal working class in the background, the 
Bolshevik from long habit still invoked the will of that class in 
order to justify whatever he did. But he invoked it only as a 
theoretical surmise and an ideal standard ofbt'haviour, in short, 
something of a myth. He began to see in his ])arly the rc'pository 
not only of the ideal of socialism in the abstract, but also of the 
desires of the working class in the concrete. When a Bolshe\uk, 
iVom the Politbureau member to the humlilest man in a cell, 
declaimed that ‘the proletariat insists’ or ‘demands’ or ‘would 
never agree’ to this or that, he meant that his i)arty or its leadiTs 
‘insisted’, ‘demanded’, and ‘would never agree’. Without this 
half-conscious mystification the Bolshevik mind could not work. 
The party could not admit even to itself that it had no longer any 
basis in proletarian democracy. True, at intcr\^als of cruel lucidity 
the Bolshevik leaders themselves spoke frankly about their pre¬ 
dicament. But they hoped that time, economic recovery, and 
the reconstitution ol' the working class would solve it; and they 
went on to speak and to act as if the predicament had ncvei’ 
arisen and as if they still acted on a clear and valid mandate 
from the wwking class. ^ 


* At a congress of'Soviets in December 1921 Lenin arguing against those who 
alJ too often referred to themselves as ‘representatives of tlic proletariat’ said: 
‘Excuse me, but what do you describe as pridctariai? That c:l:iss ol laliourers which 
is employed in large-scale industry. But where is |your] large-scale indiLStrv;' 
What sort of a proletariat is this? Where is your industiy? W'hy is it idle?’ (Sochi- 
nenya, vol. xxxiii, p. 148.) In March 1922, at the eleventh party congress, Lenin 
again argued: ‘Since the war it is not at all working-class people but malingerers 
that have gone to the factories. And are our social and economic conditions at 
present such that genuine proletarians go to the factories? No. Tliey should go, 
according to Marx. But Marx wrote not about Russia— he wrote about capital¬ 
ism in general, capitalism as it has developed since the fifteenth century. All this 
has been correct for Goo years, but is incorrect in present-day Russia.* (Op. cit., 
p. 268.) Shlyapnikov, speaking on behidf of the Workers* Opposition, thus replied 
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The Bolsheviks had by now finally suppressed all other par¬ 
ties and established tlieir own political monopoly. They saw 
that only at the gravest peril to themselves and the revolution 
could they allow tluar adversaries to express themselves freely 
and to appeal to the Soviet electorate. An organized opposition 
could turn the chaos and discontent to its advantage all the 
more easily because the Bolsheviks were unable to mobilize the 
energies of the working class. They refused to expose themselves 
and the revolution to this peril. As the party substituted itself 
lor the proletariat it also substituted its own dictatorship for that 
of the proletariat, i^oletarian dictatorship’ was no longer the 
rule of the working class which, organized in Soviets, had dele¬ 
gated po\v(T to the Bolsheviks but was constitutionally entitled 
to dej)ose them or ‘revoke.’ them from office. Proletarian dictator¬ 
ship had now- become synonymous with the exclusive rule of the 
Bolshevik party. The proletariat could ‘revoke’ or depose the 
Bolsheviks as little as it could ‘revoke’ or depose itself. 

In suppressing all parties, the Bolsheviks wrought so radical 
a change in their political environment that they themselves 
could not remain unaffected. Tliey had grown up under the 
'Jsarist regime within a hall-open and half-clandestine multiparty 
system, in an atmo.sphere of intense controversy and political 
competition. Although as a combatant body of revolutionaries 
they had had their owai doctrine and discipline ^vhich even 
then set them apart from all other jjartics, they nevertheless 
breathed the air of their environment; and the multiparty sys¬ 
tem determined the inner life of their own jjarty. Constantly 
engaged in coiitro\ersy with their adversaries, the Bolsheviks 
cultivated controversy in their owm ranks as well. Before a party 
member took the platform in order to oppose a Cadet or a 
Menshevik, he thrashed out within his owm party cell or com¬ 
mittee the issues w^hich occupied him, the adversary’s case, the 
reply to it, and the party’s attitude and tactical moves. If he 
thought that the pai ty ^vas wrong on any point or its Icadcrsliip 
inadequate, he said so without fear or favour, and tried to con- 
\ crt his comrades to his view. As long as the party fought for the 


U) Linin: ‘Vladimir Ilyich said yesterday that the proletariat as a class, in the 
Marxian sense, did not exist [in Russia]. Permit me to congratulate you on being 
the vanguard of a non-existing class.’ ii SyezfiRKP {b),p. 109. The taunt expressed 
a bitter truth. Sec also Zinoviev’s speech, ibid., pp. 408-9. 
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workers' democratic rights, it could not refuse those rights to 
its own members within its own organization.* 

Destroying the multiparty system the Bolsheviks had no ink¬ 
ling of the eoiiseqiicne(‘s to tliemselx es. They imagined that out¬ 
side that sysU'iii they would still remain what they had always 
been: a disciplined but free association of militant Marxists. 
They took it ibr granted that the collective mind of the party 
would continue to be sha})ed by the customary (‘xchange of 
opinion, the give and take of theoretical and political argument. 
They did not realize that they could not ban all controversy 
outside their ranks and keep it alive within their ranks: they 
could not abolish democratic rights for society at large and pre¬ 
serve those rights Ibr themselves alone. 

The single-party system was a contradiction in terms: the 
single party itself could not remain a ])arty in the accepted 
sense. Its inner life was bound to shrink and wither. Of‘demo¬ 
cratic centralism’, the master principle of Bolshevik organization, 
only centralism survived. Tlu! party maintained its disciplim*, 
not its democratic freedom. It could not bt‘ otherwisi*. If the 
Bolsht'viks were now to engage freely in controversy, if’ their 
leaders were, to thrash out their differences in public, and if the 
rank and file wei e to criticize the leaders and their polic)', they 
would set an example to non-Bolsheviks who could not then be 
expected to refrain from argument and criticism. If' members 
of the ruling party were Ut be permitted to form factions and 
groups in order to advance specific views within the party, how 
could people outside the party be ibrbidden to Ibnn their own 
associations and formulate their own political programmes? 
No body politic can be nine-tenths mute and one-tenth vocal. 
Having imposed silence on non-Bolshevik Russia, Lenin’s party 
had in the end to impose silence on itself as wx*ll. 

The party could not easily reconcile itself to this. Revolution¬ 
aries accustomed to take no authority for granted, to question 
accepted truth, and to exarm’nt' critically their own party, could 
not suddenly bow to authority wdth unquestioning obedience. 

* How unreconciled to their own .sinjjJe-party system the Rolsheviks were even 
in the fifth year of the revolution can be seen inter alia from this passaj^e of Zino¬ 
viev’s speech at the eleventh congress: ‘. . . we are the only party which exists 
legally ... we have, so to speak, a monopoly. . . . This jars on the ears of our party 
patriotism ... we have denied our adversaries political ircedoni . . . but wc could 
not act otherwise. . . Ibid., pp. 412-13. (My italics, l.D.) 
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Even while they obeyed they continued to question. After the 
tenth congress had, in 1921, declared the ban on inner party 
factions, Bolshevik assemblies still resounded with controversy. 
Like-minded members still ibrmed themselves into leagues, pro¬ 
duced their ‘platforms’ and ‘theses’, and made scathing attacks 
on the. leaders. In so doing, they threatened to undermine the 
basis of the single-party system. Having suppressed all its entr- 
mies and adversaries, the Bolshevik ])arty could not continue to 
exist otherwise than by a process of permanent self-suppression. 

'riic very circuinstanc(‘s of its own growth and success drove 
the })arty to adoy^t this course. Early in 1917 it had no more than 
23,000 members in the whole of Russia. During the revolution 
the membership trebled and quadrupled. At the height of the 
civil war, in 1919, a quarter of a million people had joined its 
ranks. 'Ihis growth reflected the party’s genuine pull on the 
working class. Between 1919 and 1922 the membership trebled 
once again, rising from 250,000 to 700,000. Most of this growth, 
howe\’er, was alrc’ach' spurious. By now the rush to the victors’ 
bandwagon was in full progress. The party had to fill in¬ 
numerable posts in the govcTnment, in industry, in trade unions, 
and so on; and it was an advantage to fill them with people 
who accepted ])arty di.scipline. In this mass of new-comers the 
authentic Bolshc\iks were reduced to a small minority.* They 
felt that they were swamped by alien elements; and they were 
alarmed and anxious to ^vinnow the chaff from the wheat. 

But how was this to be done? It was difficult enough to tell 
those who joined the ])arty for the sake of a disinterested con¬ 
viction from the. turncoats and pot-hunters. It was more difficult 
still to determine whether even those who sought membership 
from no disreputabh* motive grasped the party’s aims and 
aspirations and were ready to fight for them. As long as several 
parties expounded tlieir programmes and recruited followers, 
their perpetual contest secured the proper selection of the 
human material and its distribution between the parties. The 
new-comer to politics had then every opj)ortunity to compare 
the competing programmes, methods of action, and slogans. If he 
joined the Bolsheviks he did so by an act of conscious choice. 
But those who entered politics in the years 1921 2 could make 

* According to Zinoviev. Bolsheviks wlio had fought in the undergiound before 
I'cbruary 1917 forinc’d otily n per rent. ol the iiicnibcrshi]) in i9'.^2. Ibid., p. 420. 
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no such choice. They knew the Bolshevik party only. In other 
( irciimslances their inclinations might liave led them to join the 
Mensheviks, the Social Revolutionaries, or any otlu'r group. 
Now their urge for political action led them to the only party in 
existence, the only one which offered an outlet to their eiuMgy 
and ardour. Many of the new entrants were, as Zinoviev called 
them, ‘unconscious Mensheviks' or ‘unconscious Social Revolu¬ 
tionaries',^ who sincerely thought of themselves as ‘good 
Bolshe\'iks’. The influx of such elements threatened to i'alsify 
the parly's character and to dilute its tradition. Indt'cd, at the 
eleventh party congress, in 1922, Zinoviev claimed that there 
were already within the Bolshevik organization two or more 
potential parties formed by those who honestly mistook them¬ 
selves for Bolsheviks. Thus by the men.^ fact that it was the 
single party, the party was losing its single mind; and inchoate 
substitutes for the parties it had banned began to apix ar in its 
own midst. The social background with all its rc iJivssed dis er- 
sity of interest and political mentality reasserte d itsell’ and 
pressed on the only existing political organization and infiltrated 
it from all sides. 

The leaders resolved to defend the party against lliis infiltra¬ 
tion. They began a purge. 'Phe demand for a purge had coim* 
from the Workers’ Opposition at the tenth congress; and the 
first purge was carried out in 1921. Police and the couits had 
nothing to do with the procedure. At public meetings the Con¬ 
trol Commissions, i.e. party tribunals, (‘xamined the rt'cord and 
the morals of every party member, high or low. F.very man and 
woman in the audience could come forward and testify I’or or 
against the investigated individual, whom the Control Com¬ 
mission then declared either worthy or unworthy of continued 
membership. The unworthy bore no punishment; ljut the loss 
of membership in the ruling party was likely to deprive liim of 
chances of promotion or of a responsible post. 

Within a short time 200,000 members, about one-third of the 
total membership, were thus expelled. The Control Commission 
classified those expelled into several categories: vulgar careerists; 
former members of anti-Bolshevik parties, especially former Men¬ 
sheviks, who joined after the end of the civil war; Bolsheviks 
corrupted by power and privilege; and, finally, the politically 

* Ibid., pp. 413-14. 
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iiniiKJlinr wlio l;i<*k*'(l an (‘Icmentary grasp ot the |)arty^s prin¬ 
ciples.* Jl sccMis that, people whose only limit was tliat they had 
ci iticized the party’s policy or its leaders were not expelled. But 
it soon beeanic! clear that the purge, needed though it was, was 
a d<nibl(’-cdgc*d weapon. It provided the unscrupulous with op¬ 
portunities Tor intimidation and with pretexts for settling private 
accounts. The rank and file applauded the expulsion of turncoats 
and coirupt commissars, but were bewildered by the scope of the 
purg(*. 11 was known that purges would be repeated periodically; 
and so [x oph* wondered what, if a third of the membership could 
l>e e\pi'l](xl in a single year, would happtTi next year or llie year 
alter. Th(‘ humble and the cautious began to think twice before 
lh(‘y ventured to make a risky remark or take a step which at the 
nt‘xi j)urge might bring upon them thereproacli ofjjolitical imma- 
turityor backwardness. Initiated asa means ofch'ansing the party 
and saleguarding its character, the j^iirgc was destined to ser\ e 
tile parly as i1k‘ most deadly instrument of sell-suppression. 

\Vt' ha\c seen that, when the working class had vanished as 
an e(l*ecli\e social ibree, the party in all its formidable reality 
substituted itself for the class. But now the party too appeared 
to turn into an entity as elusive and phantom-like as that for 
which it liad substituted itself. Was there any nxil substance, and 
could there be any autonomous lile, in a party which in a single 
year declart'd a full third of its members unworthy and expelled 
llK'in? Ihe 200,000 purged men and women had presumably 
taken part in all normal procedures of parly life up till now, 
voli*d Ibr resolutions, elected delegates to congresses, and had 
thus had a large Jbrnial share in determining the party’s policy. 
^'(‘t their expulsion brought about no perceptible change or 
modilication ol* policy. Not c\'cn a trace could be. found in the 
])arly\s outlook of the great surgical operation by which one third 
ol ils l)ody liad been slaslied off. This fact alone proved that lor 
some lime past the mass of members had had no influence what¬ 
soever on llu* coiuiucl of affairs. Bolshevik policy was deterniin(‘d 
by asmall scctionof the party which substituted ilsdffor the whole. 

Wlio constituted that section? Lenin himself answered llu' 
fiueslion in no uncertain terms. In March 1922 he wrote to 
Molotov who was iIkti secretary to the Central Committee: Tfont' 

’ hvesivu 7 :». h\ i»r i5Novrnib(*i 1921 (Nr. :j4). Ropov. N. Outline History of the 
CPSU {b)^ vol. ii, p. 150. 
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docs not wish to shut one’s eyes to reality, one ought to admit that 
at present the proletarian character of the party’s policy is deter¬ 
mined not by the class composition of the rnembershij) but by the 
enormous and undivided authority of that ver\’ thin stratum of 
members who might be described as the party’s old guard.’* In 
that Guard Lenin now saw the only repository of the id(*al of 
socialism, tlic party’s trustee, and ultimately the locum imeus of 
the^vorking class. The Guard consisted in all of a f(!vv thousand 
authentic vettnans of revolution. The bulk of the pat ly was, in 
Lenin's piwsent view, a mushroom growth exposcxl to all the cor¬ 
rupting influences of a deranged and anarchic society. E\’en the 
best of the young members needed patient training and political 
c'ducaiion before they could become ‘real Bolsheviks’. Thus, the 
identification of proletariat and parly turned out to be an even 
more narrow identification of the proletariat with the Old Guard. 

Yet evt'ii that Guard could not easily maintain itst'lf on the 
dizzy height to which it had risen; it too might not be able to 
withstand the debasing inlluenccs of time, wtMriness, corriij)- 
tion by power, and the pressures of tlie social i nvironmenl. 
Already there were cracks in the unity of the. Old Guard. In 
his letter to Molotov Lenin remarked: ‘Evcti a slight dissension 
in this stratum may b(‘ enough to weaken . . . its authority to 
such an extent that [the Old Guard] should forfeit its power of 
decision’ and become unable to control events. At all costs, 
therefore, it was necessary to maintain the solidarity of the Old 
Guard, to keep alive in it the sense of its high mission, and to 
secure its political supremacy. Periodic purges of the party were 
not enough. Severe restrictions were to be placed on the ad¬ 
mission of members; and new entrants were to be subjected to 
the most exacting tests. Finally, inside the party, Lenin suggested, 
it was necessary to establish a special hierarchy based on nuTit and 
length of revolutionary ser\'icc. Certain important offices could 
be held only by people w^ho had joined the party at least early in 
the civil war. Other posts involving still higher responsibility were 
to be available to those only who had served the party since the 
beginning of the revolution, while top positions were to be re¬ 
served for veterans of the clandestine struggle against Tsardom.^ 

' Lrnin, Sochinenya, vol. xxxiii, pp. 228-30. 

* See the resolutions of the eleventh party conference and the eleventh congress 
in KPSS i Rezoluisyakh, vol. i, pp. 595-6, 612, 628-30. 
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l licrc was as yet no flavour of vulgar patronage about these 
rules. The Old Guard still lived by its austere code of revolu- 
tionar)'^ morality. Under the partmaximuin a party member, even 
one who held the high(\st office, was not allowed to earn more 
than the wages oi a skilled factory worker. 'iVue, some digni¬ 
taries were already availing themselves of loopholes and supple¬ 
mented meagre earnings by all kinds of benefits. But such 
evasions w(‘re still tlie exception. The new regulations about the 
distribution of ollices were designed not to bribe the Old Guard 
but to make sure that party and states should remain in its 
hands unfailing instrunumts for the building of socialism. 

The Old Guard was a formidable body of men. They were 
hound togctluT by the memor)^ of heroic struggles fought in 
common, by an unsliakeablc belief in socialism, and by the con¬ 
viction that, amid universal dissolution and apathy, the chances 
(^'socialism depended on them and almost on them alone. They 
acted with authority but often also with arrogance. They were 
selfless yet ambitious. They were animated by the. loftiest senti¬ 
ments and wvvc capable of unscrupulous ruthles.sness. They 
identified themselves with the revolution’s historic destiny but 
they also identified that d(\stiny with themselves. In their in¬ 
tense devotion to socialism they came to regard the struggle for 
it as their exclusive affair and almost private business; and they 
were inclined to justify their behaviour and even their private 
ambitions in the theoretical terms of socialism. 

Amid the tribulations of these years the moral strength of the 
Old Guard was an invaluable asset to Bolshevism. The revival 
of private trade and the partial rehabilitation of property 
spread despondency in party ranks. Many a communist won¬ 
dered uneasily where the ‘retreat’ Lenin had ordered would 
take the revolution: Lenin seemed ready to go to any length 
to encourage the merchant and the private farmer. Since the 
peasant refused to sell food for worthless bank-notes, money, 
despised under War Communism as a relic of the old society, 
w^as ‘rehabilitated’ and then stabilized. Nothing was to be had 
without it. The government cut down the subsidies it had paid 
to state-owned concerns; and wwkers who had clung to the 
factory bench through the worst times lost employment. The 
state banks used their scanty resources to encourage private 
enterprise with credits. The Central Committee assured the 
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party that, nevertheless^ by holding the Vominaiuling lii'ights’ 
of large-scale industry, the state would in any event be able to 
control tlic national economy. But these ‘commanding heights’ 
liad a sad and unpromising look: state-owned industry was at a 
standstill while private trade began to flourish. 'J’lu'n Lenin in¬ 
vited the old concessionaires and foreign investors to return to 
Russia and do business; and only because the investors did not 
res})ond did an imj)ortant clement of capitalism fail to n - 
appear. But what would happen. Bolsheviks wondered, if the 
cone essionaires were to respond after all? In the meantime the 
N.L.P.-man grew self-confident, feasted in famished towns, and 
mocked at the revolution. In the country, the kulak tried to gt i 
the farm labourer under his thumb once again: and here and 
there he and his dependants began to dominate tlie rural Soviet, 
while his son became ringleader in the local braiuh of the (lom- 
munisl Youth. At universities teachers and students staged anti¬ 
communist demonstrations and strikes, and (‘omniiinists wen* 
man-handled for singing the Internntiomlc. tlu‘ revolution’s an¬ 
them. Where was the retreat going to end ? Tin* Workers' Opposi¬ 
tion threw th(‘ question at Lenin during tlie sessirms of the 
Clentral fiominitteeand at public assemblies. Re|)eated!y hr. pro¬ 
mised to halt the retreat; and repeatedly events compelled him 
to retreat even farther. The idealists were shock(‘d. dries of ‘be¬ 
trayal' came from th<' ranks. Often a worker, a v(*t(‘ran of the 
Red fJuards, appeared belbrc his party committee, tore* in dis¬ 
gust his member card and threw it in the face ol’ the party 
secretary. So much was this a sign ol’thc times that the descrip¬ 
tion of such scenes can be ibund in many a contemporary novel 
and party chiefs spoke about them with undisguised anxiety.* 
Amid all this dejection it seemed that the revolution could 
rely only on the Old Guard, on its steadfast faith and iron will. 
But could it? 


At the end of the civil war I’rotsky descended from the mili¬ 
tary train which had served him as field headejuarters and in 

* Manuilsky, ibr instance, protested at the eleventh r-onu:rrs.s against the lar t 
that the veteran of the civil war who tore his party rare! was surrounded by a halo 
of heroism, whereas he should be treated as a traitor, lie coirtpared the prcvalcni 
mood to the depression which followed the: defeats of revolution in iftp) and 1907. 
II Syezd RfCP (A), pp. 461-3. 
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which he hat), for three fateful years, rushed from danger spot 
to danger spot along a frontline of 5,000 miles, interrupting his 
journeys only for briel’consultations and public appearances in 
Moscow. The military train was placed in a museum; its crew 
of drivers, mechanics, machine-gunners, and secretaries was dis¬ 
banded; and Trotsky took his first holiday since the revolution. 
He spent it in the country not far from Moscow—Shunting, 
fishing, writing, and jireparing for a new chapter in his life. 
When he returned to Moscow, as whose voice he had spoken 
ail these years, he was almost a stranger there. He had his first 
glimpse oltlie old capital at the turn of the century when he was 
brought to Bulyrki jirison to await deportation to Siberia; and 
so it was from behind the bars of a prison van that he first 
\ iewecl the city of his future triumphs and defeats. He did not 
return to Moscow until twenty years later, in March ipifi, 
during the Brest Titoxsk crisis, after the Bolshevdk government 
had evacuated Petrograd and established itself in the Kremlin. 
Presently he left I'or the fronts. Whenever he returned he fek 
as if out ofplacc in the sprawling ‘village of the Tsars’, the Third 
Rome of the Slavophiles, with its Byzantine churches and Asia¬ 
tic bazaars and its listless oriental fatalism. His revolutionary 
associations both in 1905 and in 1917 had been with Petrograd, 
Moscow's ri\'al and Russia’s window to Europe; and he always 
fell more at case with the engineers, shipbuilders, and electrical 
workci's ol Petrograd than with the w'orkers of Moscow who, 
employed mostly in te.xtile mills, still looked and behaved more 
like muzhiks than like city dwellers. 

He I'elt even more out of place within the walls and towers of 
the Kremlin, in the narrow tortuous streets of the old fortress, 
in the shade of its battlements reverberating with ancient bells, 
amid its cathedrals, arsenals, barracks, prison towers, and bel¬ 
fries, in the gilded halls of its palaces, surrounded by innumer¬ 
able miraculous ikons the Tsars had assembled from all their 
conquered lands. With his w'ife and children he occupied four 
small rooms in the Kavalersky building, the former quarters of 
Court officials. Across the corridor lived Lenin and Krupskaya; 
the two fiimilics shared the dining-room and bath-room—in the 
corridor or in the bath-room Lenin might often be caught play¬ 
ing with the Trotsky children. Now and then an old friend, 
Rakovsky, Manuilsky, or someone else, arriving from the 
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provinces on government busin(\ss, stayed with the family. The 
Trotskys’ domestic life was still as mod(‘st as it was when as exiles 
they lived in a garret in Paris or in a tenement block in Vienna. 
It was perhaps poorer, for food was scarce even in the Kremlin.^ 
The children I.yova was fifteen and Seryozha thirteen in i g..! i 
—enjoyed little parental care: they saw e\en thi'ir mother for 
brief nKMiicnts only ; she spent her days at the (lommissariat ol* 
Education and lit'acled its Arts Department. 

The magnificent setting ol'the Kremlin contrasted strangely 
with the way of lil'e of its new inhab'tants. Trotsky describes the 
family's amused embarrassment wlitm they were first attended 
by an old Court buth'r who served meals on plate's bearing 
the Tsar's coat of arms and carefully turned and manipulated 
the plates in front of the grown-ups and the children so that the 
Tsar's eagles should never, God forbid, be ])laced upside down.- 
From evei y corner ‘the heavy barbarism ol' Moscow' stared al 
the Bolsh(‘vik leaders; and when tlu* chimes of the old hells in¬ 
truded in their conversation, IVotsky and Lenin looked at each 
other as if we had both caught ourselves thinking the same thing; 
we were being o\’erhcai*d by tlu* past..I'hey were not itU'reK 

being overheard.the past was fighting back against them. In 

any case, Trotsky, as he confesses, lu'ver mergi‘cl with I In* Krem¬ 
lin background. He kej)t his distance from it; and only his sense 
of historic irony was tickled by the revolution's intrusion into 
Muscovy's hc»ly of lujlics. 

He liad a gnawing feeling that the end of the civil war was 
an anticlimax in his I'ortunes. He repressed this fi'cling by an 
eflbrt of conscious optimism, the optimism which should ne\ er 
abandon the revolutionary; and he looked forward to new 
triumphs for his cause and for himself. But scattered in his 
speeches and ^vTitings there were already nostalgic notes about 
the heroic era of revolution and civil war now closed. It was 
not that he idealized that era during which, as he put it, the 
muzhik’s club serv^ed the revolution as its ‘fiiu'st tool’, that 
primordial club with which the peasants had once driven 
Napoleon and with which they had now^ driven the landlord 

* Arthur Raiisornc relalt'S that when, in 1919, he gave lUikharin a lilllr saccha¬ 
rine for lea, this was quite a treat; a meal at Zinoviev’s hcar)r|iiartcrs consisted rif 
‘soup with shreds of horseflrah ... a lillJc kasha . . . tea and a lump ol .sugar*. Six 
Weeks in Russia^ pp. 13, 5G. 

^ Ahya i^hizn, voJ. ii, p. 77. 
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from Russia . Nor did he overlook the heavy legacy of that era. 

the destructive iuries let loose by civil war which were revenging 
themsclv(‘s on the Soviet Republic as it turned towards its con¬ 
structive tasks. But foj* all their miseries, squalor, and cruelty, 
the yc;ars of destmclion had also been years of creation; and he 
harked back to (la ir mighty swee]), courage, and soaring hope: 
and he staised tlu* gap they left behind.' 

Mis brain and eneigy were now only half occupied. J lu* Com¬ 
missariat ol War was no longer the hub of‘governnu'nt. T he 
army was demobili/ed. By the beginning of 1922 it had been 
reduced tn one-third of its establishment. It was also losing its 
revolutionary idealism and fervour, .flic veterans of the civil 
war had hd’t; and the i’reshly mobilized age-groups in the bar¬ 
racks secani'd as listless and apathetic as had been the peasant 
sons wlio cam<‘ to the sainr* barracks in the days of the Tsar, 
(.'ircumslariees compelled ilur Commissar ol* War to slielve his 
chcTislicd plans lor transidrming the army into a modern, demo¬ 
cratic, and socialist militia, and im])c>scd on him the humdrum 
routine of administralion and training. He spent his time de- 
lousing the army, Icaclnng it to grease its boots, and clean its 
rifles, and entreating the best commanders and commissars to 
stay on in their jobs, l ie urg(‘d the Ck niral Coinmittec to arrest 
the mass exodus of Cnnimimists from the army; and the Central 
Coniinittee tri(*d Itnm il jnoliibitions and bans. But these were 
inelfectivc. At natiojial conferences IVotsky again and again 
implored j^olitical commissars to resist the ‘infectious pacifist 
mood’ and he lamented the R(‘d Army’s sagging morale. He 
struggled to keep the army uncontaniinaied by the ‘spirit of 
Sukharevka’ and to usc! it as an instrument of a Marxist 
K'ulturkamfif the filth, backwardness, and superstition of 

Mf)lher Russia, and above all, to keep alive in it revolutionary 
tradition and internationalist awarentss.^ 

'J’his was the time ^vhen tin* young commanders of the civil 
war, among them the future marshals of iht^ Second World War, 
obtained serious training, and the Red Army received its rules 
and regulations. Of these Trotsky was the inspirer and part 

* Scr, fr»r instanrr, 'I rdtsky's address to the coiniiiandiii" ofliccrs and com¬ 
missars ol the Moscow f^arrisoii of 25 October and bis speech at the end of army 
maiKruvres in September 19*0 link \ ooruzhulus Rcvolutsid^ vc)I. iii, book i. 

^ Sec Annual Report of C.C. in Appendix to ii SycrJ RKP (b), pp. 637-64; 
Pyat Let Snvielskoi Ybisti; and Kak Voorurjialas Rnvlutsia, \«>i iii. passim. 
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author. It is curious, for instance, to note the aflinity between 
Trotsky's ‘Inl’antry R('gulations’ and the Cromwellian Soldier s 
Ckitechism. ‘You are an equal among comrades’, the Inihntry 
Regulations instructed the R<'d Army man, ‘Your superiors are 
your more experienced and better educated brotlnns. In com¬ 
bat, during training, in tlie barracks, oi* at work you must ob('y 
them. Once you have left the barracks you arc absolutely free. 

. . ‘If you arc asked in what way you fight, you answer: “1 
fight with the rifle, the bayonet, and the machine-gun. But 
I also fight with the word ot*truth. I addn^ss that to the enemy’s 
soldiers who are thcms(‘lvt‘s workers and peasants so that they 
should know that in truth 1 am th(‘ir brother, not their enemy.’' * 

His love of words, the simple words as well as the rich, and 
his sense of form and colour went into tlu* making ot‘a new 
pageantry with which he sought to api)cal to the recruit's 
imagination and to develop in the army the l'e(‘ling that it was 
not merely regimented cannon-fodder. On May Day and on the 
anniversaries of the revolution, flanked by the commanders ol 
the Moscow garrison, he rode out on horseback, through the 
Kremlin's Spasky gates to the Red Square to revit'u the massc’d 
columns of the garrison. 'J'o his greeting ‘Salute, Comrades!' 
the. troc^ps replied: ‘VVe Serve the Revohilion!'; and the echo 
thundered against the spires of the Vassily (’athcdral and ovt'r 
the graves of the rc\’olutif)n’s martyrs along the Kremlin wall. 
There was as yet no nn chanical j)omp or c(‘remony. After th(' 
review^ the Commissar ol War joined the other membe rs of the 
Ontral Committee wlio from a wooden ramsliackle stand or 
horn a crowded army lorry took the ])arade of soldiers and 
workers.’ 

Trotsky’s appearance and speech still thrilled the crowds. 
But he no longer seemed to find the intimate contact w'itli his 
audiences which he found unerringly during the civil w^ar, the 
contact which Lenin invariably (\stablishcd by his unobtrusive 
appearance and simple expression, '^i'rotsky on the platforjn 

’ Mori/r:f, (shez Leninc el Tudski, pp. loJ* ii. SerRo and Rosnu-r ^ivr in lln'ii 
writings vivid and friendly descriptions ol’ Trotsky in these years. ( 31 ' llie inan> 
cyc-witnr-ss accounts and character-sketches, I'riendly and li(»stilc, only a few will 
be mentioned here: I..-0. Frossard, Sous h Sipie tie James and J)e jaurh a Lemur; 
B. Hajanov, Avec Staline dans le Kremlin; R. Fischer, Stalin and German Communism; 
1 *'. Jlrupbacher, 6 o Jahre Keizer; Clare Sheridan, Russian Portraits^ the early 
writings of Radck, Bukharin, Sadoul, Eastman, I folitschM , L. Fischer. 
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;ipp(-ared more than life-size; and his speech resounded with all 
its old heroic tones. Yet the country was tired of heroism, of 
great vistas, higli hopes, and sweeping gestures; and Trotsky 
still suffered Ifoni the slumj) in his popularity caused by his 
recent attempts to militarize labour. His oratorical genius still 
cast its spell on any assembly. But the spell was .already shot 
through with doubt and even suspicion. His greatness and 
revolutionarv' merits were not doubted; but was he not too 
spectacular, too llarnboyant, and perhai)S too ambitions? 

His theatrical manner and heroic style had not struck people 
as odd in earlier years when they accorded w'ith the drama ol 
the time. Now^ they c.irried with them a suggestion of histrionics. 
Vet he behaved as he did because he cf)nld not behave other¬ 
wise. He did not ])ost ure to appear more than life-size ~ he could 
not hel]) a]i]U'aring it. He spoke an intense and dramatic lan¬ 
guage not Ifom affectation or craving for stage effect, but 
Ijecause this was his most natural language, best suited to express 
his dramatic thought and intense emotion. One might apply to 
him the words in wliich Hazlitt described a man as clincrent 
Irom him as Burke. 1 le ‘gave a hold to his antagonists by mixing 
up sentiment and imagery with his reasoning’, and ‘being un¬ 
used to such a sight in the region of politics’ people ‘were de¬ 
ceived, and could not discern the fruit from the flowers . . .’. 
‘’file geueralitN of the world’ was as always ‘concerned in dis¬ 
couraging any example of unnecessary brilliancy.’ But ‘liis gold 
was not the less valuable for being wrought into elegant shapes'; 
and ‘the strength ofa m.ufs understanding is not always to be 
estimated in exact proportion to his w’ant of imagination. His 
understanding was not the less real because it w^as not the only 
faculty he possessed.’ 

Like Burke, i’rolsky was ‘communicative, diffuse, magni¬ 
ficent’, He too conversed in private as he spoke in public, and 
addressed his liimily and friends in the same images, with the 
same wit, and even in the same rhythmical cadences which he 
used on the jflatinrm and in his writings. Tf he w^as an actor, 
then he was one to whom it made no dilfeience whether he 
found himself on the proscenium, in the green-room, or at his 
home—one to wdiom theatre and life wen; one. He was indeed 
the heroic character in historic action; and because of this he 
must appear unreal and unnatural to a piosy or jaundiced 
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gciKTalion; and because of this he seemed out of place—a 
stranger—in the nnheroic atmosphere of the early N.E.P. 

Tliere is no need, however, to overdraw the romantic aspect 
of']Volsky's cliararter. He remained as strong in his realism as 
ever. In any case, he \vas not the \'t*teran ‘sii])erfluously lagging 
on the stagi‘\ He thrt'W himselfwith zest upon the new economic 
and social issues posed by ; and he did not by any means 

\ icw N.E.P. through the prism olVevolutionary liindamentalism. 
Absor})ed in problems of linance, industry, trade, and agricul¬ 
ture, he ]daced l)efore the Politbureau and the Central Com¬ 
mittee specific pro])osals of policy about which more will be said 
latca*. He used all his inspiring eloquence to defciKl the unin¬ 
spiring ‘retreat'; and he appeared as the expounder of N.E.P. 
bc'fore the Communist International at its third and !’ourth con¬ 
gresses in 1921 and 1922.^ He gave more of his time and energy 
than before to tlu! International, on the Executive^ r)rwhich he 
resisted Zinovie\'’s and Bukharin's inclination to encourage un¬ 
timely and reckless risings abroad, such as the German M<irziik~ 
tion. He ]'>rcsided over the Ercncli Commission ol'thc C^omiiUcrn 
and intervened in the conduct of aflairs of cver\ major section 
of the International. 

However, the Commissariat or\Var, domestic t‘conomic ])re- 
occupations, and tlu* Comintern, did not absorb his whole* 
energy. He was busy with a host of other assignments eaeh of' 
which would have made a full-tim<* Job for any man of less 
vitality and ability. He led, for instance, the Society of the 
Godless before Yaroslavsky took over its direction. He led it in 
a spirit of phi]o.sophical enliglitenmcnt w'hich was least likely to 
])rociucc those cxcc.sscs, offensive to the sentiment of the be¬ 
lievers, which marred tlie Society’s work under Yaroslavsky. 
(He eve n headed a secret Comrni.ssion for the confiscation and 
collection of ecclesiastical treasures which W(‘re to be used as 
payment for food iinporl<;d from abroad to alh viatc the famine 
on the Volga.2; He was at this time Russia’s chief intellectual 
inspircr and leading literary critic. He frequently addressed 
audiences of scientists, doctors, librarians, journalists, and men 
of other profc.ssions, explaining to them where Marxism stood in 
relation to the issues which occupied them. At the same time he 

* Cfieti'crtyi Vsemirnyi Konufress Kominterm, pp. 74-1 ii; and 'IVotsky, Pyat Let 
/ComirUema, pp. 233-40, 4Go-510. The Trotsky Archives. 
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resisted within the party llie. tendency which ^vas already be¬ 
coming apparent to ini]iose a deadly uniformity upon the 
country’s cultural life.* In many articles and sp(a ches lie insisted 
in a more popular vein on the need to civilize the uncouth 
Russian way of life, to cultivate manners, to raise hyedene, to 
improve the spoken and written language which iiad been 
debased since the r('\'OJution, to widen and to hniuanize the 
interests of party members, and so on, and .so on. \\’ith Lenin 
already somewhat withdrawn from the public. (;ye, he was the 
|)arty'.s chief and most authoritative spokesman in these, the last 
years of the Lenin era. 

Nor did his romantic tcm[)eramcnt revolt as yet against the 
harsh realism with which the party, or rather the Old Guard, 
established and con.solidatcd its politicid monopoly. AfttT as 
before the ))romulg;uion of N.E.V., In; was indeed one of the 
sternest disciplinarians, although his call for discipline was based 
on persutisivc argument and appeal to reason. He still extolled 
the ])arty’s ‘historic birthright’;- and he argued tlie.t the pro¬ 
cedures of proletarian democracy could not be observed in con¬ 
ditions of social unsettlement and chaos, that the fate of the 
revolution should not be made dependent on the unstable 
moods of a shrunken and demoralized Avorking class, and that 
it was the Bolsheviks' iluty towards socialism to maintain their 
‘iron dictatorship' by eveiy means at their di.sposal. He had once 
intimated that the jiany's political monopoly was an emergency' 
measure to be re\f)ked as soon as the emergcmcy was over; but 
this was not what he said now. More than a year after the 
Kronstadt rising, Avriting in Pravda on the signs of ei:onomic 
recovery and on the ‘ujAward movement' noticcabh: in all fields, 
he posed the question whether the lime had not come to put an 
end to the single-party system and to Idt the ban at least on the 
Mensheviks. His ansAver Avas a categorical No.-’ He noAv justified 
the monopoly not .so much by the republic’s internal difficul¬ 
ties as by the fad that the republic Avas a ‘besieged fortrc.ss’ Avith- 
in which no opposition, not e\'cn a lecblc one, could be tolerated. 
He pleaded for the enforcement ofthe single-party system during 
the whole period of Russia’s international isolation, Avhich he 
did not, however, expect to last as longasitAA'astolast. Recalling 

• Sec Chapter Ill. * Scir The Prnphei Arnml, pp. 508-9. 

* Pravday lo May iQ'22; and PuU Let homintcrtui, pp. 373 * 4 * 
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that he iliiiisell'liad once ridiculed attempts made by govciii- 
mrnts to suppress ]iolitical opposition and had demonstrated 
their ultimate incflieacy, he excused his apparent change of atti¬ 
tude with the following argument w'hich w'ould be flung back at 
him one day: ‘Repressive measures’, he WTOtc, ‘fail to achieve 
their aim when an anachi rmistic government and regime applies 
them against neu' and progressive historic forces. But in the 
hands of a historically progressive government they may scitc 
as very real means for a rapid cleansing of the arena from forces 
which have outlived their day,’ 

He reasserted this view in June 1922, during the famous trial 
of the Social Revolutionaries. He produced a brilliant and 
ferocious exposure of the defendants, holding them to be 
politically responsible lor Dora Kaplan's attempt on I.enin’s 
life and lor other terroristic acts. The trial took jtlacc at the time 
of the ‘conference of three Internationals’ in Berlin. At that 
conference, which aimed at estabhshing a ‘united front’ between 
Communist and Socialist parties in the west, Btikharin and 
Radek represented the Bolsheviks. Western Social Democratic 
leaders protested against the trial; and to smooth negotiations 
Bukharin atid Radek promised that the d»;fendants would not 
be sentenced to death. l.cnin was indignant at Bukharin's and 
Radek’s ‘yielding to blackmail’ and at their allowing Kuropean 
reformists to interfere with domestic Soviet affairs. 'I’rotsky was 
not less indignant. But in order to avoid a breach of the under¬ 
taking he proposed a compromise by which death sentence* was 
pronounced but then suspended on the express condition that 
tilt; Social Revolutionary party refrained from committing and 
encouraging further terroristic attempts.' 

Trotsky’s disciplinarian attitude showed itselfinside the parly 
as well. On behalf of the Central Gommitti;c he indicted the 
Workers’ Opposition before the party and Communist Inter¬ 
national. Since the tenth congress, at which its activity and views 
had been condemned, the Workers’ Opposition had continued 
to attack the party leadership with increasing bitterness. 
Shlyapnikov and Kollonlai charged the government with pro¬ 
moting the int(;r(;sts of the new bourgeoisie and of the kulaks, 

* Pravfhi. ifi, iM May and id June njaa; Lttnin, vol. xxxiii, p|j. 

The Second tmd Thitd Intermitional and i]ie Vienna Union \ 'I'rolsky, Aioya vol. ii, 

pp. 211-12. 
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with tiaiiipJing ujjon the workers' lights, and with the gross 
betrayal of tlie revolution. Defeated in the party and threatened 
by Lenin vvith expulsion, they appealed against Lenin to the 
Communist International. At the Executive of the International 
1 rotsky jiresented the ease against them and obtained the dis¬ 
missal of tlieir apj)eal.i Then, at the eleventh congress of the 
Russian ].)arly, in the spring of 1922, which was again called 
upon to j^ronounee itself on the matter, Trotsky once again 
acted as counsel for the prosecution.^ He spoke without ill w'ill 
or rancour and even with a certain warmth of sympathy for the 
Opposition; but he nevertheless firmly upheld the indictment. 
The Workers’ Opposition, he said, acted within its rights when 
it tO(»k the unprecedented ste]3 of appealing against the Russian 
party to the International. What he lield against Shlyapnikov and 
Kollonlai was that they had introduced an intolerably violent 
tone into thc! dispute and that lh(‘y sj)oke of themselves and the 
party in terms of ‘we' and ‘they’, as if Shlyapnikov and Kollontai 
1 iad already anodu'r i)arty in resei’ve’. Such an attitude, he 
said, l(d to schism and provided grist to the mills of the enemies 
()l'(he revolution. He defended the government, its rural policy, 
its conce.ssions to private property, and also its view, equally 
strongly attacked, that alu'acl lay ‘a long period of peaceful 
cocxist(!nce and ol’ business-like cooperation with bourgeois 
(‘ountries’.^ 

'Ihe Work(‘rs’ Opposition was not alone in voicing disillusion¬ 
ment. At th<‘ eleventh congress, the last attended by Lenin, 
I’rotskv saw himself and Lenin attacked bv old and intimate 

4 * 

liicnds: Antonov-Ovseenko, who spoke about the party’s sur¬ 
render to the kulak and foreign capitalism;^ Ryazanov, who 
thundered against tlu- ]UT\alent political demoralization and 
the arbitrai7 manner in which the Politburcau ruled the party;* 
I .ozo\ sky and Skr) pnik, the Ukrainian commissar, who protested 
against the over-centralistic method of government, which, he 
said, was all too reminiscent of Uie ‘one and indmsiblc’ Russia 
of old ;* liubnov, still the Decemist, who spoke about the dangca- 
of the parly's ‘petty bourgeois degeneration’;' and Preobra¬ 
zhensky, one of the leading economic theorists and former 

^ II SytrJ RUV (//), :i|>]u lullx. 

’ Ibid., p. 14.1. ^ IbKl.,pp. lU) 

Ibid., pp. 77 7 «j. 


Ibid., pp. 138“',7. 
s Ibid., pp. 83-87. 

’ Ibid., pp. 458-60. 
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secretary of the Central Committee.* One day most of the critics 
would be eminent members of the ‘Trotskyist’ Opposition; and 
one day Trotsky himself would appeal, as Shlyapnikov and 
Kollontai had done, against the Russian Central Committee to 
the International. But for the time being, laeartily applauded 
by Lenin, he confronted the Opposition as mouthpiece of the 
Bolshevik Old Guard, demanding disciplines, discipline, and 
once again discipline. 

And yet he remained a stranger in the Old Guard as well —■ 
in it but not of it. Even at this Congress of 1922 Mikoyan, then 
still a young Armenian deh'gate, stated this from the i)latforni 
without being contradicted. In the course of the debate Lenin, 
Zinoviev, and Trotsky had expressed uneasiiu ss over the merger 
of party and state, and had spoken about the need to separate 
in some measure their respective functions. Mikoyan then re¬ 
marked that he was not sur])rised to hear this view iiom 
Trotsky who was ‘a man of the state but not ol the party’; but 
how could Lenin and Zinoviev projiound such idc*as?“ Mikoyan 
did not speak from his own inspiration. He summed up what 
many members of the Old Guard thought but did not yet utter- 
in public: in their eyes Trotsky was the man ol thc state but not 
of the party. 

Now, when the Old Guard found itself elevated to an un- 
dreamt-of height, above the people, the working class, and the 
party, it began to cullixate its own past, and also the legends 
about it, with a pietism which is never quite absent from any 
group of veterans with memories of great battles fought and 
great victories won in common. The nation had known little or 
nothing about the men w^ho, having risen from the obscurity of 
an underground movement, stood at its head. It was time to tell 
the people who those men were and what they had done. 'J'he 
parly historians dug up the archives and set out to rttconslruct 
their epic story. The tale they told was one of almost super¬ 
human heroism, wisdom, and devotion to the cause. They did 
not by any means concoct the tale in cold blood. Much of it was 
true; and they sincerely believed even in that which was not 
quite true. As the members of the Old Guard viewed themselves 
in the dim mirror of the past, they inevitably saw that mirror 
brightened up and their own reflections in it enlarged by the 

* Ibid., pp. 89-90. * Ibid., pp. 453 7. 
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i<*Ln)spr( liv(‘ gliirc ol the victorious revolution. But as they 
lf)okecl into that inirror they invariably saw in it Trotsky as their 
antagonist, the Mc'nshcvik, the ally ol'tlic Mensheviks, the leader 
ol the Aiigusl bloc, and the bitter polemicist who had been 
dangerous to them even wiien he stood alone. Tliey re-read all 
the <^x(Diiatiiig (•|)iiliets he and Lenin had once exchanged in 
open controversN; and the archives, which contained unknown 
inaniiscri|)ts and letters, yielded many other rough remarks the 
two men had made about each other. Every document bearing 
i»n the party's past, no matter how trivial, was treasured and 
published with reverence. The question arose wdiether Trotsky’s 
old anti-Bolshevik tirades should be withheld from publication. 
Olminsky, the comptroller of the party archives, put the ques¬ 
tion to him, wiien IVotsky's letter to Clikheidze, written in 
1912, and describing Lenin as ‘intriguer’, ‘disorganizer’, and 
'exploiter of Russian backwardness’, was discovered in the files 
ol'the Tsarist gendarnu’rie.^ Trotsky objected to publication: it 
would be (bolisli, lit; said, to draw' attention to disagreements 
wiiich had long since been lived down; besides, he did not think 
that he had bt'cri wrong in all that he had ever said against the 
Bolsheviks, but he was not inclined to go into involved historical 
explanations. 'Liu; olfensivcr document did not appear in print; 
but its contents were Loo piquant for copies not to be circulated 
among old and trusted party men. So this, they commented, is 
how' Trotsky demigrated Lenin in a li'ttcr. And to wdiom?— 
'Jo Clikheidze, the old traitor; and he still says that he w'as not 
altogethe r wrong! 'l i ne, 'i^rotsky had since made ample amends, 
if these were at all needed; in 1920, when Lenin w^as fifty years 
old, 'Erotsky paid his tribute to Lenin and wTOtc a character 
sketch of him, which w as as incisive in its psychological truth as 
it w^as full of admira tion.- All the same, the odd episodes from 
the past reminded those who had never felt anything but adora¬ 
tion for the party's founder how relatively recent w^as Trotsky’s 
conversion to Bolshevism. 

Not only memories of old feuds prevented the Old Guard 
from acknowledging Trotsky as its man. His strong personality 
had not become submerged in the Old Guard or taken on its 
protective colouring. He towered above the old ‘Leninists’ by 

‘ The Trotsky AuhLm. Irolsky’s Ictlcr to Olminsky is dated 6 December 1921. 

* Pravda, 23 .April 1920. 
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sheer strength of mind and vigour of will. He usually arrived at 
his conclusions, even when they coincided with those of others, 
from his own premisses, in his owm w'ay, and without reference 
to the axioms consecrat(‘d by party tradition. He stated his 
opinion with an ease and freedom which contrasted strikingly 
witli the laboured style of orthodox foriniilas in w hich most ol‘ 
Lenin's disciples expressed themselves. He spoke with authority, 
not as one of the scribes. The very width and variety of his 
intellectual interests aroused a sneaking suspicion in nK‘n w ho, 
liom necessity, self-denial, or inclination, had accustomed iheiii- 
seh es to conccntrati; narrowiy on politics and organization and 
w ho prided themselves on their narrowness as on their virtue. 

Thus, almost everything in him, his fertile mind, his oratorical 
boldness, his literar)' originality, his administrative ability and 
drive, his precise methods of work, the exacting demands he 
made on associates and subordinates, his aloofness, the absence 
of triviality in him, and even his inca]>acily for small talk— all 
this induced in the members of the Old Guard a sense of 
inferiority. He never bothered to stoop down to them and he 
was not even aw^are that he might do so. Not only did he not 
sufler fools gladly--he always made them feel that they were 
fools. The men of the Old Guard w ere much more at ease with 
Lenin whose leadership th(‘y had always accepted and who 
usually spared their susceptibilities. When Lenin, for instance, 
attacked a political attitude which he knew^ that some of his 
followers shared, he was careful not to attribute that attitude 
to those whom he hoped to w’can from it; and so he always 
alJow cd them to retreat without losing face. When he w as intent 
on converting anyone to his view-, he conversed with the man 
in such a manner that the latter w ent aw ay convinced that he 
had himself, by his own reasoning and not under Lenin’s pres¬ 
sure, arrived at a new^ viewpoint. 'I’here was little of that subtlety 
in Trotsky, who could rarely withstand the temptation to re¬ 
mind others of their errors and to insist on his superiority and 
foresight. 

His very foresight, not less real because of its ostentatiousness, 
w^as offensive. His restless and inventive mind perpetually 
startled, disturbed, and irritated. He did not allow his col¬ 
leagues and subordinates to abandon themselves to the inertia 
of circumstances and ideas. No sooner had the party decided 
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upon a new policy than he laid bare its ‘dialectical contra¬ 
dictions’, seized its consequences, anticipated new problems and 
difficulties, and urged new decisions. He was the born trouble¬ 
maker. His judgement, even though it turned out to be correct 
in most casc;s, inevitably aroused resistance. The rapidity with 
which his mind worked left others breathless, exhausted, resent¬ 
ful, and estranged. 

And yet, almost a stranger in Moscow, in the Kremlin, and 
within the Old Guard, by Lenin’s side he still dominatc'd the 
stage of the revolution. 

In April 192:2 an incident occurred which did much to 
cloud rt'lations between Lenin and Trotsky. On ii April, at 
a session of the Poliibureau, Lenin proposed that Trotsky 
should be appointed deputy chairman of the Council of People’s 
Commissars. Categorically ai^d somewhat haughtily Trotsky 
declined to fill this office. Tin; refusal and the manner in which 
it was made annoyed Lenin ; and much was made of this in the 
new controvcrsit:s which, added to old animosities, divided the 
Politbureau.* 

Lenin had hoped that Trotsky would consent to act as his 
deputy at the head of the government. He made the proposal 
a week after Stalin had become the party’s General Secretary. 
Even though the General Secretary was supposed only to give 
(effect to the Politbureau’s and the Central Committee’s deci¬ 
sions, Stalin’s appointment was calculated to enhance discipline 
in the ranks. I.enin, we know, had already demanded the 
(expulsion of the leaders of the Workers’ Opposition; and at the 
Central Committee he failed by only one vote to obtain for this 
the nec(‘ssary two-thirds majority.^ He expected that Stalin 
would enforce the ban on organized inn<'r party opposition 
which the tenth congress had declared in a secret session. In 
these circumstances it was almost inevitable that the General 
Secretar)’ should assume wide discretionary powers. 

larnin had had his misgivings about Stalin’s appointment; 
but having brought it about he apparently sought to counter¬ 
vail it by placing Trotsky in a post of comparable influence and 

* The Archives, 

^ This \va.s on 9 August i9-!i— the fact was frequently referred to at the clcventli 
congressi ii Syezd RKP (h), pp. 605-8 and passim. 
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responsibility :it tlu* (kuincil of Conunissars. Me may liavr 
ilc’signrd tliis distril)iUioii of ofliccs bctvvcc'ii Slalin and T’rotsky 
as a incaiis towards that separation of parly and state on tlie 
need lor which he had insisted at the Congr(\ss. For the separa¬ 
tion to be effective it was iiec(‘ssary, so it seemed, tJiat tin* work 
of tlie i^overnmcnt machine should be directed by a man as 
strong-minded as the one who would manage the party machine. 

In Lenin's scheme, however, Trotsky was not to be the only 
vlct'-Premier. Rykov, who was also chief of tin* Supreme (Coun¬ 
cil of the National Economy, and Tsurupa, the Commissar of 
Supplies, already held the same titl(\ Later Lenin proposed 
that Kamenev too should fill a parallel j^osl.* Each vice-Premi(‘r 
supervised certain branch(\s of the adminisli ation or groups of 
Commissariats. But although nominally Trotsky was to be only 
one of three or four vice-Premiers, there can be littli’: doubt 
that it was Lenin’s intention that he should act as his n^al 
second in command. Without any formal tide Trotsky had 
acted in this capacity in any case by thi‘ sluu'r lbrc(‘ of his initia¬ 
tive in every field of govtanmtmt; and L("nin’s proposal was 
calculated to regularize and ('iihance his status. 

How anxious Lenin was that Trotsky should occupy tlu* 
post can be seen from the fact that he returned to the* question 
(jver and ov(t again and that h(‘ made the same proposal 
several times in the course of nine months. When he first put 
it forward in April, he was not yet ill; and the thought of the 
succession to his leadership had probably not yet crossi^d his 
mind. But he was overworked and tired. He suffered from 
long spells of insomnia and was compelled to try to lighten his 
own burden of office. Before the end of May he was struck down 
by the first attack of paralysis, and he did not return to work 
until October. Yet, on the ii September, still ill and warned 
by doctors to take an absolute rest, he telephoned Slalin asking 
that the cjuestion of Trotsky’s appointnumt should be jilaccd 
again in the most formal and urgent manner before the Polit- 
bureau. Finally, early in December, wdien the problem of the 
succession was already causing Lenin grave anxiety, he took up 
the matter once again, this time directly with Trotsky and in 
private. 

Wliy did Trotsky refuse? His pride may have been hurt by 
' Lrnin, Sochineriya, vul. xxxiii, pp. 299-30G, 31G-18. 
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ail arrangement which would have placed him formally on tiie 
same fooling as the other vice-Premiers who were only Lenin’s 
inferior assistants. He said that he saw no reason for so many 
vice-Premiers; and he commented sarcastically on their ill- 
defined and overlapping functions.* He also made a distinction 
between the* substance' and the shadow of political influence 
and held that Lenin had oflen'd him the shadow. All levers 
of the governmc'nt were: in the hands ol’ the jiarty’s Secre¬ 
tariat, i.('. in Stalin's hands. The antagonism between him 
and Stalin had outlast(‘d the civil war. It was ever pres;('nt 
in the diflen'iices ovt'r policy and the bickerings over appoint¬ 
ments that wi'iit on at the Politbureau. Trotsky had no doubt 
that ('ven as Lenin's dc’puty he would d('pend at every step on 
dc'cisions takc'n by th(' (h'neral Secretariat which selected the 
Bolshevik personnel lor the various government departments 
and by this aloiu' eflectivcly controlled them. On this point his 
altitude, like Lenin's, was self-contradictory: he wanted tlu' 
party, or rather the Old Guard, to be in exclusive command of 
tJie government; yet he sougJit to prev(*nt the party machiiK’ 
I’rom interfering with the go\’ernm(‘nt’s work. The two things 
could not be had simultaneously, if only because the Old 
Guard and the party machine were largely, though not alto¬ 
gether, identical. Having rejected Lenin's proposal, Trotsky at 
first canvassed his own scheme for an overhaul of the adminis¬ 
tration; but then he formed the conviction that no such scheme 
would product* tlie l esults desired as long as the powers of the 
General Secretariat (and of the Orgbureau) were not curtailed. 

Personal animositic's and administrative disagreements were, 
as usual, mixed up with vvidtT dilferences over policy. 

The Politbureau's chief concern w as now^ with the conduct 
of economic alfairs The broad outlines of the New^ Economic 
Policy were not under debate. All agreed that w'ar communism 
had failed and that it had to be r<*placed by a mixed economy, 
within w'hich the private and the socialist (i.e. the state-owned) 
‘sectors' waudd cot'xisi and in a sense compete with one another. 
All saw in N.E.P. not merely a temporary expedient but a 
long-term policy, a policy providing the setting for a gradual 
transition to socialism. Everybody took it for granted that 
N.E.P. had a dual purpose: the immediate aim was the revival 

* See Trotsky's comments to the Politbureau of i8 April 1922 in The Archives. 
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of the econom)' with the help of private enterprise; and the 
basic purpose was to promote the socialist sector and to ensure 
its gradual extension over the whole field of the economy. But if 
in these general terms the policy commanded common assent, 
difl'erenees arose when tlie general principles had to be trans¬ 
lated i n to specific measu res. Some Bolshevik leaders sa\v primarily 
the need to encourage private enterprise; while others, without 
denying this need, were above all eager to promote th(* socialist 
sector. 

In the first years of N.E.P. the prevalent mood was that of 
an extreme reaction against war communism. The Bolshc'viks 
were anxious to convince the country that it need not be afraid 
of any relapse into war communism; and they themselves 
were convinced that such a relapse would be impermissible 
(except in war). Nothing was more important than to save the 
economy from utter ruin; and tlu'y saw that only tlie farmer 
and the private trader could begin to save it. 'J'ht'y ri'garded 
therefore no incentive oiTered to the farmer and tlie tiader as 
too liberal. The results were not long in showing themselves. 
Already in 1922 the farmers harxested about three-ejuarters oi‘ 
a normal pre-war crop, Uliis brought about a radic al change 
in the country’s condition, for in a primitive agricultural country 
one good harvest can work w^onders. Famine and pestilence 
were overcome. But this first success of N.E.P. at once threw 
into relief the dangers of the situation. Industry recovered very 
slowly. In 1922 it produced only one-c}uarler of its prowar 
output; but even this slight advance on previous years occurred 
mainly in light industry, especially in the textile mills. Heavy 
industry remained paralysed. The country was without steel, 
coal, and machin(\s. This threatened once again to bring to a 
standstill light industry which could not repair or renew its 
machinery and lacked fuel. Prices of industrial goods soared 
out ol'thc consumers’ reach. 'I'he rise was due to vast unsatisfied 
demand, underemployment of plant, scarcity of raw materials, 
and so on; and the situation was made even worse by the 
Bolsheviks’ lack of experience in industrial management and by 
bureaucratic inefficiency. Stagnation in industry threatened to 
react adversely upon farming and to break once again the still 
tenuous ‘link’ between town and country. The peasant was 
reluctant to sell food when he was unable to buy industrial 
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goods for his money. Concessions to private farming and trad¬ 
ing, necessary though these had been, could not by themselves 
solve the problem. Nor could ‘the market' be expected to take 
care ol' it and to r(‘solve it rapidly, through the spontaneous 
action ol supply and demand, without detriment to the govern- 
incnt\s socialist asj)Irations. 

The go\(‘rnment did not see clearly how to deal with the 
situation. It lived fiom hand to mouth. It applied palliatives; 
and tlic choice of thest* was dictated by the prevalent reaction 
against war comniunisin. The Bolshevik leaders had burned 
their fingers in a reckless attempt to abolish all market economy; 
and so tln^y wc're now wary of interfering with the market. 
Under wai* conumiriisrn tlu^y had allowed no scruple to hold 
them back from extracting food and raw materials from the 
]>easant; and so they were now above all anxious to appease the 
])easant. They hoped that the continued intense demand for 
consunK‘r goods would keep the wheels of industry turning, and 
that heavy industry >vould somehow muddle through to re¬ 
covery. Th(‘ same attitude showed itself in financial policy. 
Und(‘r war communism money and credit, despised as relics 
of the old order, wore supposed to be withering away. Then the 
Commissariat of Finance and the State Bank rediscovered the 
importaiua* of money and credit and invested their resources 
in (*ntcrj)riscs which were immediately i)rofitable rather than 
in those that were of national importance. They pumped credit 
into light industry and neglected heavy industry. Up to a point 
this reaction against war communism was natural and even 
us('fuL But party leaders like Rykov and Sokolnikov, who were 
in charge of the economic and financial departments, tended to 
carry the reaction to an extreme. 

It should be recalled that no differences over the promulga¬ 
tion of N.E.P. had divided Trotsky from the other leaders. 
He had himself advocated the principle underlying N.E.P. a 
year before the Central Committee came to adopt it; and so it 
was not l()r nothing that he r(*proached Lenin privately that the 
government tackled urgent economic matters with a delay of 
two years or a year and a half.* But having been the first to 
advocate N.li.P., 'Frotsky did not succumb to the extreme 

* Trotsky’s statrments to thr Politbiircau of 7 August 1921 and of 22 August 1922 
in T//f Arc/tim. 
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reaction to war communism. He was less inclined than were his 
colleagues at the Politbureau to believe that further concessions 
to farmers and traders would suflice to (Misure recoverv, or that 
the automatic work of the market would reston' th(* balance 
between farming and industry and betw(‘(Ti heavy and light 
industry. Nor did he share Sokolniko\'\s and Ryko\\s liesli 
enthusiasm for the rediscovcTcd virtues of financial oj thodoxy. 

These difiercnccs were of little or no importance in 1921 and 
early in 1922, belore farming and private trade had got into 
their stride. But later a major contro\*ersy l)egan to d(‘velop. 
Trotsky held that the first successes of N.E.P. necessitated an 
urgent revision of industrial jwdicy, and that it was imperatix e 
to quicken the pace of industrial recovt'iy. The ‘booin' in light 
industry was superficial and narrowly based; and it could not 
go on for long unless light industry was (‘iiabh'd to repair ami 
renew machinery, (f'arming too need(‘d tools to maintain pro¬ 
gress.) A concentrated effort was tlu rclore m vessarx to break 
the deadlock in heavy industry: the government must work out a 
‘comprehensive plan’ f()r industry as a whoh\ instead of’i i lx ing 
on the work of the marki't and the sponiaiK'ous ])lay of*su])ply 
and demand. A schedule of economic jnioriiies should be 
fixed and heavy industry should hav e first claim. Resourct's and 
manpower should be rationally concentrati-d in those state- 
owned concerns which were oi'basic importance to the national 
economy, while establishments which could not contribute 
effectively and rapidly towards recovery sliould be closed down, 
even if this exposed their workers to temporary iinemj)loyment. 
Financial policy should be subordinated to tlie needs of in¬ 
dustrial policy and guided by the national interest rather than 
by profitability. Credits should be directed into heavy industry; 
and the State Bank should make long-term investments in its 
re-equipment. Such a reorientation of policy, Trotsky argued, 
was all the more urgent because of the lack of* balance bi lween 
the private and the socialist sectors. Private business was already 
making profits, accumulating capital and (‘xpanding wliih* the 
bulk of state-owned industry wfaki’d at a loss. J’hi' contrast 
between the two sectors creatc'd a thrc^al to ilu* socialist objec¬ 
tives of the government’s policy. 

I'hcsc ideas, which thirty and foily years later were to 
become truisms, seemed far-fctched at first. Even mon' far- 
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ietched appeared to be Trotsky’s insistence on the need for 
planning. That planning was essential to a socialist economy 
was a Marxist axiom with which the Bolsheviks were, of course, 
lamiliar and whicli they had always accepted in general terms. 
Under war communism they imagined tha t they were in a posi¬ 
tion to establish immediately a fully Hedged planned economy; 
and Trotsky them met with no opposition when he spoke of the 
need for a ‘single plan’ to assure balanced economic reconstruc¬ 
tion.' Just before tlu! end ol‘war communism, on 22 February 
1921, the government decided to form the State Planning Com¬ 
mission, the (ksplan. But after the introduction ofN.E.P., when 
all eflorts were directed towards reviving the; market economy, 
the idea of jHanning suffered eclipse. So much had the idea been 
associated in people’s thoughts with war communism that a 
reminder of it appeared to be out of season. Frue, just after the 
])roinulgation of* N.Fi.P., on i April 1921, the State Planning 
Commission was ( onstitulcd and Kzhizhanovsky was appoint(‘d 
as its chief*. But the new institution led a shadowy existence. Its 
prerogalix es were ill defined; few were eager to define them; and 
it had no power to di'vise long-term i)olicy, and to plan or carry 
plans into operation. It merely advised industrial managements 
on their day-to-day administrative troubles.- 

Almost from the first '1 rotsky criticized this state of aflairs. 
H(! held that with the transition to N.K.P. the need for planning 
had become more and not l<\ss urgent, and that th(' government 
was wrong in treating it as a marginal or merely theoretical 
issiK*. Precisely because they lived again under a market economy, 
he argued, the go\'emmein must sc(‘k to control the market and 
to (*quip itself for control. He renewed the demand for a ‘single 
|)lan\ without which, he said, it was impossible to rationalize 
production, to concentrate resources in heavy industry, and to 
redress the balance- be-tween the various sectors of the! economy, 
finally, he asked that the prenogatives of the Gosplan be clciirly 
definexl so that it shemld bece>me a fully fleTlge-d planning 
authority, empowere-d te) assess producthe capacities, man¬ 
power, and sKx ks of ra^v materials, to fix targe-ts of i)roduction 

* 'IVotsky, Sorhimnya, vul. xv, |)p. 32. Even then, however, Lenin wroie in 

a short and expressive imte to Kzhi/.]iaiH»vsky: ‘AVe are paiiyMMs. Starving, desliiute 
pau]H*rs. A (Hiinpi'eheiisivc . . . j>laii for iis “bureaucratic thopia Lenin. 
Sothimnya^ vol. xxxv, p. 40",. 

* }yat Let Sovielskoi Vlasli, pp. 1 ;)0 2. 
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for years ahead, and to ensure ‘the necessary proportionality 
between various branches of the national economy’. As early 
as on 3 May 1921, Trotsky was already writing to Lenin: 
‘Unfortunately, our work continues to be carried out plan- 
lessly and without any understanding of the need for a plan. 
'File State Planning Commission represents a more or less 
planned negation ol' the necessity to work out a practical and 
business-like economic plan for the immediate future.’* 

He found no n^sponsc at the Politbiircau. Lenin was against 
him. In accordance with classical Marxist theory, Lenin held 
that planning could be effective onh^ in a highly developed and 
concentrated economy, not in a country with 20-odd million 
scatt(Ted small farms, a disintegrated industry, and barbarously 
primitive forms of private trade. It was not that Lenin denied 
the need for long-term dcMlopmcmt schemes. He himself jointly 
with Kzhizhano'.'sky had put forward a sclumu' for Russia’s 
electrification and had introduc('cl it with the Ikrnous dictum 
that ‘Soviets plus electrification equal Socialism’. But he con- 
siden d the idea of a ‘comprehensive' plan, covering the \\ h(»lc 
of the nationalized industry, as premature and futile. 'I rotsky 
rejoined that even Lenin’s electrification scheme was suspended 
in a void as long as it was not based on a comprehensive plan. 
How, he asked, could eh'Ctrification bf' planned when th(‘ out¬ 
put of the industries wliieli were to j)roducc the power plants 
was not? He too \vas aware that under present conditions th(' 
type of planning which classical Marxist theory liad expected 
was impracticable, because that theoiy prcsup]K)sed a modern 
society with highly developed and fully socialized productiv(‘ 
forces. But the comprehensive plan he asked lor was to embrace 
only the state-owned industries, not the private sector; and it 
was not, he thought, too early to apply it. He saw a contradic¬ 
tion between the fact of state-ownership and the government’s 
inclination to let sundry state-owned enterprist-s run their 
affairs in an imco-ordinatcd manner. National ownership, he 
argued, had transformed the whole of industry into a single 
concern wdiich could not be run efficiently without a single plan.- 

* 'Irfitsky’s Ic:tt^*r to Lrnin ( 7 *o pnvodn knizfiki L Shatunovskovo') is in The Archives. 
See also Leninskii Shornik, vol. xx, pp. 208-9. Jii a note to Zinoviev Lenin remarked: 
‘I’rotsky is in a doubly aggressive mood.* 

- Trotsky iiad argued on these lines even on ilie eve of Sec Sochinenya^ 
vol. XV, pp. 215-92, 233- 5. 
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This was a bold view at the time. Even bolder was the idea of 
‘primitive socialist accumulation’ which Trotsky began to ex¬ 
pound in ic)22.* This was an adaptation of one of Marx’s 
historical notions to the conditions of a socialist revolution in an 
under-developed country. Marx liad described as the era of 
primitive arcuinulation the initial phase in the development of 
modern capitalism when normal accumulation of capital had 
hardly btrgun or was still too feeble to allow industry to expand 
from its own resourc(‘s, that is from its own profits. The early 
bourgeoisie shrank from no violent, ‘extra-economic’ method 
in its striving to concentrate in its hands the means of produc¬ 
tion; and it went on using those methods until capitalist in¬ 
dustry was strong and profitable enough to plough large profits 
back into production and to acquire a self-perpetuating and 
expanding basis within its own structure. Expropriation of the 
yeoman jieasantrs, plunder of colonies, piracy, and later also 
the underpayment oi‘wages had been the main sources of that 
primitive accumulation, which in England, the classical country 
of cai:)italism, lasted over centuries. Only when this process w^as 
relati\ (‘ly far advanced did the era of normal accurmilation set 
in and ‘legitimate’ j.uofits formed the main, though not the only, 
basis for large-scah’ iiivc'slmenl and continued industrialization. 

What tluai was jirimitivc socialist accumulation to be? 
Marxists had never imagined that socialism too might have to go 
through a pliasc of development comparable to the primitive 
accumulation of ca])itali.sm. I'hey had always taken it for 
granted that a socialist economy would rise on the foundations 
of modern induslrial wealth accumulated by bourgeois society 
and th(!n nationalized. But there had not been enough of that 
wealth in Russia; and still less w’as left after the ravages of 
recent years. Having proclaimed socialism as their objective, 
the Bolsheviks now' found that the material foundations for 
socialism w en' lacking in Russia. They had to lay these first. 
They had, 'JVotsky argued, to embark upon primitive accumula¬ 
tion which would dilfer from its predecessors in that it W’ould be 
carried out on the basis of social ownership. 

He had no intention ofsuggesting that a socialist government 
should or could adopt the ‘bloody and disgracefur methods of 

* Sec liis address at tlic fifth congress of the Comirtnnist Youth on 11 October 
1922. Socfiinenya, vol. xxi, pp. 294-317. 
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exploitation and plunder which Marx had associated with bour¬ 
geois primitive accumulation, or that socialism could come into 
the world as capitalism had come ‘dripping from head to foot, 
from every pore, with blood and dirt’. But intensh^' and rapid 
capital formation w\as necessarx-. Soviet industry could not yet 
expand by the normal process of ploughing profits back into 
production. Most of it still wwked at a loss; and even if it did 
not, it would still be incapable of producing surpluses larg(‘ 
enough to sustain rapid industrialization, that amditio sine gun 
non of socialism. The nation’s accumulation fund could bf‘ 
increased either at the expense of the earnings of private business 
and farming or of the nation’s wages bill. Only some time later 
did Trotsky begin to urge heavier taxation on tlu' N.l'j.P.-mt‘n 
and the wealthier peasants. At })res('nt, in he merely 

pointed out with much force that the economy was run and 
could be reconstnict(‘d and expanded only at the workers’ 
expense. He said, for instance, at a congress of the Gomsomol in 
October: ‘We iiave taken over a ruined country. The proletariat, 
the ruling class in our state, is compelled to embark upon a 
phase which may be described as that of primitix e socialist 
accumulation. Wc* cannot cont(Tit ourselves with using our pre- 
1914 industrial plant. This has been destroyed and must 1 )(‘ 
reconstructed step by step by way f)f a colossal exertion on the 
part of our labour force.’ And again: the working class ‘can 
approach socialism only through the greatest sacrifices, by 
straining all its strength and giving its blood and nerves . . 

His pleas at once aroused resistance. Men of the Workers' 
Opposition had already said that N.E.P. stood for the New' 
Exploitation of the Proletariat; and the quip had become some¬ 
thing of a slogan. Trotsky’s argument came as if to illustrate th(' 
truth of the charge and to give point to it. Was he not in fact 
trying to argue the workers into submission to the new exploita¬ 
tion? He rctorl('d that of exploitation it w\as proper to speak 
only w'hen one social class w^as made tr» toil and slave for the 
benefit of another. He asked the workers to toil for their own 
benefit. At the worst, he said, he might be accused of trying to 
argue them into ‘self-exploitation’, for he called the w'orkers to 
make ‘sacrifices’ and to give their ‘blood and nerves’ for th<‘ir 
owm proletarian stale and their owui socialist industry 

* Loc. cit. ‘ Loc. ( it. 
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This was not llic lirst time that Trotsky rested his ease on tin- 
identification ol tin- working class with the state. In 1920 and 
1921 he had argued in tlie. same terms against the autonomy of 
the trade unions. The workers, he had said, had no interests of 
th(;ir own to defend against their own state. Lenin then replied 
that the proletarian state invoked by Trotsky was still an 
abstraction: it was not yet a workers’ state proper, it often had 
to strike a balance between workers and peasants and, w'orse 
still, it was bureaucratically deformed. The workers were bound 
in duty to defend their state, but they should also defend them¬ 
selves against it.' Wluri Trotsky now again claimed that the 
interests of the working class and of its state were identical he 
laid himself open to the same criticism. Was it not in the name 
o' an abstract idea that h<’ urged the workers to shoulder tlu' 
main burden of primitix’c socialist accumulation? Would not 
the bureaucracy and perhaps even the kulak and the N.E.P.- 
man be the chief beneficiaries? .Vnd how could primitive socialist 
accumulation be pursiu'd if the working class refused to bear the 
brunt? These questions were to loom large in coming years. 
Immediately Trotsky replied that the policy he advocated 
could not and should not be imposed upon the workers—only 
with their consent could it be pursued. The chief difliculty was 
therefore of an ‘educational character’: the workers should be 
made aware of what was necessary and what was demanded of 
them, for without their willingness and socialist enthusiasm 
nothing could be achieved.- Once again he attempted to strike 
the heroic i-hord in the working class, as he had done, with 
overwhelming success, in 1919 when the White Armies threatened 
Moscow and Petrograd; and as he had again tried and utterly 
lailed to do in the winter of 1920-1, before the Kronstadt revolt. 
It should be added that his advocacy of primitive socialist 
accumulation did not at this stage meet with objections within 
the Politbureau, although most of its membci's preferred not to 
compromise their popularity and face the wx)rkers with the 
frank demand for tlieir ‘blood and ncrv'cs’. 

Such were the main economic ideas which Trotsky expounded 
in the early years of N.E.P., when he acted in effect as the fore¬ 
runner of the Soviet planned economy. He was not their sole 

’ 10 Uyezd RKP (A), pp. 208 ff.; The Prophet Arimd, pp. 509-10. 

^ Sochintnya, vol. xxi, loc. cil. 
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originator. What he said represented the collective thought of a 
small circle of llit'orists and administrators who wm close to 
Trotsky even though some of them did not appixn e of his 
disciplinarian attitudes. According to Trotsky himself, Vladimir 
Smirnov, the leader of the Decemists, who served on the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy, lirst coinc*d tin* lerni ‘primi¬ 
tive socialist accumulation\* Evgenii Pnxtbrazhensky must be 
regarded as the chief theorist of the idea: his work The JVezv 
Economics^ tvhich appeared in 192 is distinguished by a greater 
depth of strictly theoretical argument than can l)e found in 
Trotsky’s writings; and he undoubtedly mooted his theses in 
1922-3. Yuri Pyatakov, w^ho was the moving spirit of the Coun¬ 
cil of the National Economy, and also argiuxl for a single econo¬ 
mic plan, was disturbed by the condition of h(‘a\ y industry, and 
criticized the credit policy of th(‘ Commissariat of Finance and 
of the State Bank.- No doubt, Trotsky made borrowings from 
these men, and perhaps from others also. But they were too 
absorb(‘d in theorizing or too immersed in administration to 
produce more than eitlier abstract treatises or fragmentary 
empirical conclusions. Trotsky alone transl'ormed their ideas 
and conclusions into a programme of policy which lie deftTided 
before the Politburcau and expounded belbrc a nation-wide 
audience. 

Lenin continued to show' little cTithusiasm for the ‘single 
plan’ and for the ‘enlargement of the Gosplan’s powers’. He 
described his electrification plan as the ‘only s(‘rious work on the 
question’ and dismissed the ‘idle chatter’ about a ‘compniicn- 
sivc’ plan. Stalin did likewise; and he did his utmost to widen 
the breach between Lenin and Trotsky.^ The lesser leaders, 
Rykov and Sokol nikov, saw Trotsky’s policy as an encroach¬ 
ment upon their own responsibilities. They wx'ie sceptical of 
planning; and they were opposed to investing the Gosplan with 
wide powers. In their ow n circle they commented - presently 
they were to make the charge in public—that Trotsky demanded 
such wide powers for the Gosplan because he hoped to assume 
its direction, and that having ceased to be the country’s military 

* 12 Syezd RKP (6), p. 321; E. A. Preobrazhensky, Novaya Ehommika, vol. i, 
part I, p. 57. * The Trotsky Archives, 

^ Sec Stalin’s Sochinenya, vol. v, pp. 50-51, where, in a letter to Lenin, he describes 
Trotsky’s ideas on planning as those of ‘a medieval artisan who imagines himself 
an Ibsenitc hero destined to save Russia .. 
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dictator he aspired to become its economic master. Wc do not 
know whether 'Fjotsky did ind(*ed wish to become the head of 
the Gosplan. Lven if he did, the aspiration w as hardly reprehen¬ 
sible. He criticized Kzliizhanovsky, th(‘ actual head of Gosplan, 
as ineflfident;* but he never put forw^ard his own candida¬ 
ture; and he argued llur case on its m(‘rit.s. However, personal 
ambitions and departmental jealousies again and again in¬ 
truded. Thus his oj)p(Mients suggested that an enhanced Gosplan 
w-ould compete with tlie Council of Labour and Defimce over 
w^hich Lenin presiderd, with Trotsky as his deputy. At a session 
of the Central Committee, on 7 August 1921, Trotsky replied 
that in his view the Council should remain in charge of high 
policy, but that Gosplan should translate that policy into specific 
economic ])lans and supervise their execution. He failed to 
carry the Central Commiltee with him.^ 

Parallel with these controvi^rsies tlicre dragged on a conflict 
over the Rabkrin, tlu* ^Vorkers’ and Peasants Inspectorate. 
Stalin had been the chic'fofRabkrin, from 1919 till the spring of 
1922, w^hen he was appointed Secretary General; but he exer¬ 
cised a strong influcruc on it even later. The Inspectorate had 
W'ide and manifold functions: it was entitled to audit the morals 
of the civil service; to inspict without warning the wx)rk of 
any Commissariat; to watch over the cflicicncy of the entire 
administration, and to pn'scril^e measures for raising it. Lenin 
intended that Rabkrin should act as a sort of super-commis¬ 
sariat through which the administration, which was not con¬ 
trolled democratically, wxis to control itself and maintain stern 
self-discipline. In reality, Stalin transformed the Inspectorate 
into his private police within the government. As early as 1920 
Trotsky attacked Rabkrin, claiming that its methods of inspec¬ 
tion were muddled and ineffective, and that all that it did was 
to throw spanners into the machinerv^ of government. ‘You 
cannot’, he said, ‘create a special department endowed with all 
the wisdom of government and able to audit all the other 
departments. ... In every branch of government it is w^ell 
known that w henever the need arises f or any change of policy or 
for any^ serious reform in organization it is useless to look to Rab¬ 
krin for guidance. Rabkrin itself provides striking illustration 

* Lenin referred to this criticism in his letter to the Politbiireau off, May 1922. 
Sec his Sochinenya, vol. xxxiii, pp. 316-1B. * Ihe Trotsky Archives, 
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of the lack of cr)rrespoiidence lietwcrn govoi imiciital decrct* 
and governmental machinery, and is itself becoming a powerful 
Ihctor of muddle and wanlonness.’ In any casi‘, what was 
needed in a body like Rabkrin was a ‘broad horizon, a broad 
view on maiters of the slate and of the economy, a view much 
broader than that possesst'd by those carrying out this work’. 
He described Rabkrin as the refuge and haven for frustrated 
misfits who had been rejected by all other commissariats and 
were ‘utterly cut off from any genuine, creati\ e, and construc¬ 
tive work’. He did not even once mention Stalin in whom he 
saw the super-misfit risen to eminence.* 

Lenin defend(‘d Stalin and Rabkrin. Exasperated by the in- 
(‘fliciency and tlu' corruption of the civil services, he pimurd 
great hopes on the Inspectorate and was irritated by what h(' 
considered to be Trotsky’s private vendetta.- Trotsky argued 
that the muddle, at least in the economic departments, was th(‘ 
result of faulty organization which, in its turn, ndlectc’d the lack 
of any guiding principle in economic policy. Inspections by 
Rabkrin could not change this—the remedy could be found in 
planning and in a reformed Gosplan. Nor could incompetence 
be cured by the shock treatment and intimidation to which 
Stalin’s commissariat subjected the civil service. In a backward 
country, with the worst traditions of uncivilized and corrupt 
government, Trotsky said, the main task was to educate the 
government personnel systematically' and to train it in civilized 
methods of w'ork. 

All these differences considered, Trotsky’s refusal to become 
vice-Premier is less surprising. He could not, without con¬ 
tradicting himself, accept a post in which he would have had to 
give effect to an economic policy which in his view lacked 
focus, and to guide an administrative machinery which he held 
to be faultily constructed. When, in the summer of 1922, Lenin 
urged him to use the post for a drive against bureaucratic 
abuses of power, he replied that the worst abuses had their 
source at the very top of the party hierarchy. He complained 
that the Politburcau and the Orgbureau meddled intolerably 
with the affairs of the government and took decisions concerning 
various commissariats without deigning to consult even the 

‘ Trotsky, Sochinenya, vol. xv, p. 223. 

^ Lenin, Sochinmya, vol. xxxiii, loc. cit. and passim. 
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<)1 those' cominissariats. It was llicrc'forr vain to struggle 
against wantonness in the administration as long as this evil 
flourished unopposed in the parly.* Lenin did not take Trotsky’s 
hint. He relied on Stalin as the party’s General Secretary not 
less than lur relied on liim as cliief of Rabkrin. 

In the summer of 1922 further disagreement arose over the 
manner in which Moscow controlled the non-Russian republics 
and provinces of the Soviet Federation. "I’lie Bolsheviks had 
guaranteed to those republics the right of self-determination, 
which included expressly the right to secede from the Soviet 
I'ederalion; the guarantee had been enshrined in the 1918 
C^’onslitution. At the same time they insisted on strictly cen¬ 
tralized government and in practice overruled the autonomy of 
the non-Russian n^publics. Early in 1921, it will be remembered, 
'Trotsky protested against the conqu(*st of Georgia, of which 
Stalin had be en the chief prompter. Tlien Trotsky reconciled 
himself' to lh(‘ accomplished fact and (‘ven defended the con- 
cjuest in a special pamphlet." Later still, in tlu* spring of 1922, 
lur remained silent when at the eleventh congress eminent Bol¬ 
sheviks accused Li'iiiiTs government of forsaking the principle 
of* self-determination and restoring the ‘one and indivisible’ 
Russia of old. Shortly thereafter, however, he himself voiced th(' 
same accusation behind the closed doors of the Politbureau; and 
it was again ovt r Georgia and Stalin’s activities there that the 
conflict came to a head. 

As Commissar of Nationalities, Stalin had just ordered the 
sui)|)rcssion of the Menshevik party in Georgia. When lead¬ 
ing Georgian Bolsheviks, Mdivani and Makharadze, protested 
against this he sought to intimidate them and to quell their 
protests.^ His action was up to a point consistent with the 
general tn iid of Bolshevik policy, for if it was right to ban the 
Menshevik jjarty in Moscow, there was no apparent reason why 
the same should not be done at Tiflis. 'Trotsky liad endorsed the 
ban in Russia, but attacked its extension to Georgia. He pointed 
out that the Russian Mensheviks had, because of their counter- 

* See Trotsky's letters to the IVlitbureau of aa August itjaa, and of ao, and 
a-| January I9a3 in The Archives. Alsu Moya ^hizn, vol. n, p. 216. 

^ 'Thr Prophet Armetl^ pp. 474-fi. 

^ Mdivani, Makharad/e, Ordjonikidze, Yenukidze, Stalin, and Bukharin gave 
accounts of the ronflirt in 12 Syezd Rh'P (b). pp. 150-7G, 54 *^‘"^ 5 * Dcutsrher, 

Stalin, a Political Biography, pp. 236-46. 

B 71.1:7 F. 
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revolutionary attitude, discredited themselves wliile the Geor¬ 
gian ones still enjoyed strong popular support. This was true 
enough; but the argument might have carried conviction only 
if the Bolsheviks had still based their rule on proletarian demo¬ 
cracy. It sounded somewhat hollow once the view was accepted, 
as it was by Trotsky, that the Bolsheviks were enlitled, in the 
interest of the revolution, to mjiintain their political monopoly 
regardless of whether they did or did not enjoy popular support. 
It was only a step from the cstablishuK^nt of the single-party 
system to the persecution of those G(‘orgian Bolsheviks who 
opposed it, although this was a step frcun consistency to ab¬ 
surdity. Stalin for the first time now applied repression to 
members of the Bolshevik party when he tried to intimidate 
Mdivani and Makharadze. He also gravely compromised the 
Bolshevik policy towards the non-Russian nationalitit'S, the policy 
of which he himself had been an inspirer and in the broad¬ 
mindedness of which the Bolsheviks had taken gi cat pride. 

Defending themselves, Mdivani and Makharadze turned 
against the ultra-centralistic principle of Staliifs policy. What 
right, they asked, had any Commissariat in Moscow to take 
decisions concerning the political life of Tiflis? When! was self- 
determination? Were not the small nationalities being forced 
back into the Russian empire, ‘one and indivisible’ ? These* wwc 
pertinent questions. All the more so as at the same lime Stalin 
was preparing a new constitution which was to b(‘ much more 
centralistic than its 1918 predecessor and was to curtail and 
abrogate the rights of the non-Russian nationalities and to trans¬ 
form the Soviet Federation of republics into the Soviet Union. 
Against this constitution, too, the Georgians, the Ukrainians, 
and others raised protests. 

When these protests came before the Politbureau Trotsky up¬ 
held them. He was now confirmed in the misgivings which had 
caused him to oppose in the first instance the annexation of 
Georgia. He saw in Stalin’s behaviour a scandalous and flagrant 
abuse of power, which carried centralism to a dangerous excess, 
offended the dignity of the non-Russian nationalities, and sug¬ 
gested to them that ‘self-determination’ w'as a fraud. Stalin and 
Ordjonikidze prepared an indictment of Mdivani and Mak¬ 
haradze and alleged that tlicse ‘national deviationists’ opposed 
the introduction of the Soviet currency in Georgia, refused to 
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co-opcrale with neighbouring Caucasian republics and to share 
with them scarce provisions, and that they generally acted in a 
spirit ol nationalist selfishness and to the detriment ol'tlie Soviet 
Icderation as a whole. Such behaviour, if the charges had been 
true, could not be tolerated in parly members. Trotsky did not 
believe the charges to be true. Lenin and most members of the 
Politbureau view(*d the conflict as a I'amily quarrel betwexm two 
sets of Georgian Bolsheviks; and they thought that the most 
prudent course lor the Politbureau was to accept Stalin’s views. 
Stalin was the Polilbureau’s expert on these matters; and Lenin 
saw no reason to suspect that Stalin, of all men, the author of 
the celebrated tieatise on Marxism and the NalionalitieSy the 
pal ly s classical j)lea for self-determination, would maligiianily 
offend the national dignity of his own countrymen. Again 
Trotsky appeared to Lenin to be acting from personal animosity 
or from that ‘indi\ idualism’ which had led him to oppose the 
Politburt au on so many other (juestioiis. One of* Lenin’s first 
moves afb'r his i cturn to office, in October 1922, was to rebuke 
Mdivaiii and Makharadze and uphold Stalin’s authority. 


As Avc 1 () 1 I(AV these dissensions in the Politbureau and con¬ 
sider Trotsky's part in them, wc are struck by the change which 
had occurred in 'Protsky himself in about a year. In the first 
half of 1922 Trotsky still spoke primarily as the Bolshevik dis¬ 
ciplinarian; in the second he was already in conflict with the 
disciplinarians. The contrast shows itself in many of his atti¬ 
tudes; but it becomes most apparent when it is recalled that at 
the beginning of the year he indicted, on behalf of the Polit- 
burcau, the Workers’ Opix)sition before the party and the 
International. Yet towards its end he himself a];)peared to air 
views hitherto voiced by that Opposition (and by the Decemists). 
It was the \Vork('rs' Oi:)position which had first confusedly ex¬ 
pressed the discontent of the Bolshevik rank and file with 
N.E.P. and had spoken of the need to give the policies of N.E.P. 
a socialist perspective. It was the Workers’ Opposition which 
had first attacked the new bureaucracy, protested against abuses 
of power, and denounced new privileges. It was that Opposi¬ 
tion and the Decemists who had begun the revolt against the 
excessive pow’crs of the party machine and had clamoured for 
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llir rcslilulion nf inii( r-|)ar(y clcMiiocracy. rrolsky at lirsi c.isli- 
jL;aU*d them and warm'd lliein tlial Bolsheviks must iiiul(‘r no 
eirciinistancc's oppose* themselves to the part)’ leaders in terms 
of Sve’ and "they’, "^'et, in the course of 1922, he appeared to 
ha\ e adopted most of their ideas and to have taken up an atti¬ 
tude* from whieli he was bound to argue against the majority 
of the Politbiireau in terms of‘wc’ and "they’. It looked, indeed, 
as if in the process of taming the Workers’ Opposition he had 
been converted to its views and become its most (‘inineni 
recruit. 

In truth he was grappling all this lime with a dilemma 
which occupied the parly as whole—only he grappled with it 
more intensely than others. 11 was the dil{*inma between authority 
and freedom. Trotsky was almost (‘qually sensitive to the claims 
(d'both. As long as the r(‘volution was struggling for ban* sur- 
\ ival, he ])ut authority first. He centralized the Red Army, 
militarized labour, strove to absorb the trade unions in the 
stale, ])reachcd the need Ibr a strong but civilized bureaucracA, 
ov(*i'rulcd proletarian democracy, and helped to subdue inner- 
party opposition. Yet even in this ])hase the socialist "liber¬ 
tarian’ was alive and awake in him; and through his sternest 
calls for discipline there reverberated, like a counterpoint, a 
powerful note of socialist freedom. In his most ruthless deeds 
and most seven! words there still glow(*d a warm humanity 
Avhich distinguished him from most other disciplinarians. In 
the very first phase of the revolution h(* was already pointing 
an accusatory finger at the "new bureaucrat’, uneducated, 
suspicious, and arrogant, who was a baneful "ballast’, and a 
‘genuine menace to the cause of communist revolution’, tin* 
cause which would ‘Hilly justify itself only wdien every toiling 
man and woman fei^ls that his or lu r lilt* has become easier, 
IVeer, cleaner, and more dignified’.* 

riie end of'armed hostilities shar]n*ned the tension between 
authority and freedom within Bolslnaism; and w'ithin Trotsky 
too. The Workers’ Opposition and the groups close to it re¬ 
presented a revulsion against authority. What set Trotsky against 
them was his deep grasp of the realities of the situation. He 
could not easily dismiss those claims of authority which were 
rooted in realities. Nor could he keep his peace of mind when 
* The Prophet Armed, p. 427. 



THE POWER AND THE DREAM 5;^ 

li(! saw tliat freedom—socialist freedom—was being uprooted, 
lie wjt'slled with a real dilemma, whereas the Workers’ Op¬ 
position seiz(‘d only tmr ol its horns and clung to it. He sought 
to strike a balance 1 )eiw<'en Bolshevik discipline and ]))’olctarian 
democracy; and the nK)r(* llie balance* was tippc'd in lavour of 
tlie fbrnK'r, the more was he inclin(‘d to uphold the latter. 'The 
deeisi\ t' shills vvhi( h uj)S(‘t the balance* occurn'd in the years 
i()'j I and in th(‘S(* years he gradually came to put the claims 
()l inner-party democracy against those ol‘discipline. 

^ el he did not Ix'conu* a men* ‘libertarian’, resentful at the 
encroachm(‘nts ol aulliority. Jh* remain(‘d the Bolshevik staies^ 
mmi, as convincc'd as ever of' the ne(‘d for a centralized stau* 
and a strong pai ty h'adeishij), and as mindful as ever of their 
prerogati\<*s. He attacked the abuse, not the principle, f)f 
those ])rerogalives. 'I hrough his most angry broadsides against 
bureaucracy and his most spirited pleas lor inner-])arly demo¬ 
cracy tliere would still resound a strong disciplinarian counter¬ 
point. Conscious that ‘l)ur(*aucracy represented a whole epoch, 
not yet ( losed, in mankiners development', and that its evils 
app(*ar(*d ‘in inv(‘rse |)roporlion to the enlightenment, the cul¬ 
tural standards, and the |)olitical consciousness of the masses’,' 
he was careful not to induce the illusion that it was ])ossible to 
sweep away those evils at a stroke. As yet he did not even turn 
against bureaiu rai y at large—he rather apj)ealed to its progres¬ 
sive and enliglitcuied men against its backward and despotic 
elements, and hoped that the fornicr,togcthcr with the advanced 
workers, would be able to curb, to rc-cducatc, and if need be to 
eliminate the latter. Ih* had indeed shifted his ground, come 
closer to tlu! Workers' Opposition and kindred groups, and 
implicitly aekiiowledged the rational side of their revulsion 
against authority; but, unlike them, he was not carri('d away by 
the revulsion. He did not simply ‘reject’ bureaucracy. He still 
grappled with a real dilemma, but he did it in a different man¬ 
ner than before and from the opposite end. 

It is lor this reason that it is impossible to i)inpc)int the changes 
in I'rotsky’s attitude and to define more precisely what brought 
it about and when it occurred. No single, event brought it 
about; and then* was no single moment at which it was brought 
about. The policy ol' the Politbiireau drifted over many issues 

* 'IVr^tsky, Sochinrnyn. vol. xv, pp. ; The Prophet Armrd, i). -,03. 
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from a ^vorkers’ democracy to the totalitarian state. Trotsky’s 
ideas drifted with the drift of Bolshevik policy—but in the 
opposite direction. He began to protest against the excesses of 
centralism as these made themselves felt. He began to delcnd the 
rights of the small nations as these rights wenr being violated. 
He clashed with the party ‘apparatus’ as the apparatus grew 
independent of the party and subjected party and state to it¬ 
self. Because tlic process(\s against which he reacted devclopc d 
piecemeal and in an ambiguous manner, his n'actions, too, Wi re 
piecemeal and vague. At no point did lu' lei'l the need for any 
drastic revision of his views because what h(‘ said now, in his 
anti-bureaucratic phase, he had also said in his disciplinarian 
phase, ahliough he had said it with less emphasis and in a 
diffiaeiit cont(*xt. He passed from one phase into the other 
almost ^vithou^ noticing it. 

Amid the drift of policies one relatively stable issue stood out 
—the rivalry between Stalin and 1 rotsky. It had, we remember, 
intruded itsell'evcn in the conduct of the civil war; and it liad 
sprung from an almost instinctive antagonism oi’t(‘mperaments, 
backgrounds, political inclinations, and personal arnlntions. In 
this rivalry Stalin played the active and offensive ])art—he 
\vas offended by the inferiority of the place he occupit'd. Only 
slowly did 'JVolsky take cognizance of the rivalry; and only 
reluctantly did he begin to react and to get involved in it. So 
far llur rivalry had remained in the background, where Lenin’s 
strong personality kept it; and it had not assumed any broader 
significance, for it was not yet identified with any clear conflict 
of policies and interests. In 1922 this identification began. As 
manager of the party machine, Stalin, supported for the time 
being by Lenin, came to represent authority at its extreme, to 
enforce its claims and to exact obedience. A deep conflict of 
policies and interests began to take shape, to absorb the personal 
antagonism, and even to focus itself on it, until the personal 
antagonism was thus at once overshadowed and yet magnified 
by the wider conflict. 


An account of the disagreements in which Trotsky was 
opposed to Lenin, Stalin, and the majority of the Politbureau, 
may leave a one-sided impression of his actual position in the 
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Bolshevik leadership. I he biographer is bound to throw into re¬ 
lief the events and situations out of which grew Trotsky’s later 
struggles with Stalin and which wore therefore of the greatest 
consequence to his fortunes. These events and situations did 
not, howetver, appear in the same bold relief to contemporaries. 
Nor were the discords related here of the greatest importance 
in deterniining Trotsky’s place among the Bolshevik leaders, 
especially his nilationship with Lenin, The controversies were 
confined to the Politbureau. The party and the country had no 
inkling ol thcjn. 1 he public voice still coupled Trotsky’s name 
with Lenin s; and in the eyes of the world he was one of the 
chief ins])iri'rs ol Bolshevik policy. And in truth, his disagree¬ 
ments with Lt'nin did not, in the balance of their common 
work, outweigh their solid and close agreement on an incom¬ 
parably wider range of domestic and foreign issues. 

As Commissar of War Trotsky continued to enjoy Lenin’s 
full support. Even after the civil war he had to contend with the 
‘military opposition’ which had challenged his policy in earlier 
years, 'rukhachevsky still sought to win the party’s .support for 
ins pet idea of an International General Staff of the Red Army. 
Frunze and \ oroshilov, encouraged by Zinoviev and Stalin, 
still tried to obtain oflicial sanction for their conceptions of 
‘proletarian strategy’ and for their ‘offensive military doctrine’. 
These issues were important enough to be thrashed out at the 
eleventh congress at a special session held in secret.’ Trotsky 
obtained the final disavowal of the demands of his opponents; 
and he was assisted by the fact that he had Lenin’s authority 
behind him. Lenin had learned to value his military' work so 
much that he accepted almost automatically his judgement in 
that field. A curious incident may be cited as illustration. After 
the Kronstadt rising Lenin suggested to Trotsky that the Baltic 
Navy be scuttled or ‘closed down’. The sailoi's, he held, were 
unreliable; the navy was useless; it consumed coal, food, and 
clothing, of which the country was desperately short; and so its 
disbandment would be a pure gain. Trotsky objected. He was 
determined to pre.scrve the nax'y and was confident tliat he 
could reorganize it and bring about a change in its morale. 
The matter was settled in a most informal manner, through 

' Trotsky 's spcci li iiuuir .it that session is in h'ak Vooruzhalas Recoluisia, vol. iii, 
book 2, pp. 244. IT. .See The Prophet Armed, pp. 4 ® 4 ” 5 ' 
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little private notes which Trotsky and Lenin scribbled to ( ach 
other during a session of the Politbureau. Lenin acci'pled 
IVotsky's assurances, and the navy was saved. ^ 

L(‘nin also repeatedly indicated to the party and the Inler- 
nalional his regard for Trotsky as interpreter of Marxism; and 
he lenl wholehearted support to the outstanding influence '1 Vol¬ 
sky exercised on Russia's cultural life. (This aspect of 'IVotsky's 
activity is discussed in a later chapter.) Both rejected tin* am¬ 
bition of clamorous groups of writers and artists, especially ol* 
the ProletkiiU, to sponsor a 'proletarian culture*' and 'proletarian 
literature’. In educational affairs which since the civil wai* 
l)()th consideiecl to he of paramount importance, and in all 
matters relating to the advocacy of Marxism, both counselled 
caution and toleranct*; and both discouraged firmly the crudity 
of approach, the conceit, and the fanaticism, which influential 
parly members began to exhibit. 

Trotsky showed also a highly active and constant initiative 
in the conduct of foreign policy. Important issues of diplomacy 
w'ere decided upon by a small committee which consisted ol 
Lenin, Trotsky, and Kamenev, who invited Chicherin, tlie 
Foreign Commissar, and often also Radek, to take part in 
deliberations. The present efforts ol* So\'iet diplomacy WTre 
directed towards the consolidation of peace and the establish¬ 
ment of relations with bourgeois Europe. Trotsky, we remember, 
had used all his influence to secure the final conclusion of peace 
with Poland in 1921, a peace for w^hich Lenin had not been so 
eager. He had similarly exerted himself to obtain the Polit- 
bureau’s consent to the demarcation of* frontiers and to the 
conclusion of peace with the small Baltic republics.^ As early 
as 1920 Trotsky had urged Lenin to conciliate Great Britain; 
but it was only some time later that this advice was acted upon. 
But his most important initiative in the diplomatic field came 
early in 1921, w^hen he set afoot a number of bold and highly 
delicate moves which eventually led to the conclusion of the 
Rapallo Treaty with Germany, by far the most outstanding 
feat of Soviet diplomacy in the two decades that lay between the 
Brest Litovsk IVeaty and the Soviet-German agre(OTent 01*1939. 

* This happriK'cl al ihr session or ji Marc h ipiii. 'I he ‘J mlskj An hires. Soinc- 
mriiiihs lain- Trotsky innuionrd the* incident in a piihlic: speech. Kak Vtmruzhrtlns 
Rerolulsifj, vol. iii, hook i. p. Jii. * See The Prophet Armed, pp. 4<>;^'7o. 
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As (x)mmissar of War Trotsky was anxious to equip tlic Red 
Army with modern weapons. The Soviet armament industry, 
])rimitive and run down, could not supply them. Through his 
agents abroad he purchas(‘d munitions wherever he could, even 
as Ihr as the United States. But the purchases were haphazard 
and the Red Army was dangerously dependent on Ibrcign 
supplies. 1 rotsky was bent on building up with foreign assist¬ 
ance a modern armament industry in Russia. But where, the 
qiK'stion arose, could sucli assistance be obtained? Which bour¬ 
geoisie w^ould consent to help in the building up of the military 
power of a communist government ? There was only one country 
to which h(' could turn with a prospect ol success; and that was 
CJermany. ITider the V(‘rsaill(*s IVeaty Charnany had been loi- 
bidch'ii to inaiiufactun* munitions. Her armament factories, the 
most modern in Kurope, stood idle. Could not their owners be 
tempted to supply equijniH'nt and technological advice*, if the 
enteq^rise was made sufficiently attractive? At the b(‘ginning 
of 1921 Victor Ko]:)p, the former Menshevik w’lio had once 
workt'd for the \'i(’nnest* Pravda, established, on Trotsky's be- 
Jialf, secret contacts with the great concerns of Krupp, Blohm 
und Voss, and Albatross Werke. As early on as 7 April 1921 he 
reported that these coiKa rns were prepared to co-op(‘rate and to 
supply equipment and UThnological assistance needed for the 
manufacture in Russia of planes, submarines, artillery, and 
other munitions. I’hroughout the year envoys travelled between 
Moscow’ and Berlin; and 'JVotsky kept Lenin and Ghicherin in¬ 
formed about every phase. The Politburcau authorized him to 
pursiu* the n(*gotiations in the strictest secrecy; and he held 
their threads in his hands during all these preliminaries to 
the Rapallo 'I'reaty, until the moment came for the diplomats 
to act.* 

As the negotiations proceeded, the scope of transactions 
widened. Not only the armament industries were idle in Ger¬ 
many. The old and splendid officers’ corps was also unemployed. 
Its members were therefore glad to undertake to instruct Rus¬ 
sian soldiers and airmen; and in exchange they w^erc allow^c'd 
to train secretly in Russia German military' cadres, whom they 
could not train at home. Thus the groundwork w as laid for that 
long co-operation betwTTn the Rcichswehr and the Red Army’ 

* K(»l)p’s irporl .ind 'Trotsky's and Lrnin's jiotrs air in 7he Irutsky Archives, 
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which was to outlast Trotsky’s tenure of office by a full decade 
and which contributed greatly to the modernization of the 
Soviet armed force's before the Second World War. 

However, till the spring of 1922 all these moves were still 
tentative; and there was hesitation in both Moscow and Berlin, 
for here and there diplomacy still hoped for a rapprochement with 
the po\vers of the Entente at the forthcoming (Jenoa con¬ 
ference, the first international gathering to which both Ger¬ 
many and Soviet Russia, hitherto the outcasts of diplomacy, were 
invited. Only when these hopes failed was th(‘ Rapallo "freaty 
concluded. The Treaty was a ‘sober and business-like’ bargain 
rather than a genuine alliance. Anxious to obtain for themselves 
thrr)Ugh give and take as much advantage as possible, the Bol¬ 
sheviks were as a rule careful not to encourage revisionism and 
a mo\ ement of revenge in the Reich, although they tlicmselves 
had, as a matter of principle, denounced the Versailles Treaty 
from the outset, when their go\'ernment was not even recog¬ 
nized by Germany and when the memories of the Brest Litovsk 
Diktat were still fresh. 

Trotsky in particular worked to prevent any entanglement of 
Soviet policy with German nationalism. After as before Rapallo 
he sought to improve Russia's relations with France. In the 
autumn of 1922 he received in the Kremlin Edouard Herriot, 
who, as leaderr of the Cartel de Gauche^ was presently to become 
French Prime Minister. Herriot describes the visit in detail and 
recalls the strength of conviction with which Trotsky argued for 
an improvement of relations between their countries. He assured 
Herriot that it was only the Entente's blind hostility that had 
driven Russia to come to terms with Germany first at Brest 
Litovsk and then at Rapallo; and that the Rapallo Treaty con¬ 
tained no clauses directed against France. He evoked the Jaco¬ 
bin tradition of France and appealed to French statesmen and 
French opinion for a greater understanding of the Russian 
Revolution. As he spoke about the affinity of Jacobinism and 
Bolshevism, Herriot recalls, a detachment of Red Army men 
marched past singing the Marseillaise in French and through the 
open window the w^ords Nous saurons mourir pour la liberti burst 
into the conference room,* 


* E. Iln rif/t, La Russie non: rile, pp. 157 H. 
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The importance which diplomacy had by now assumed in 
Soviet all'airs was connected with the defeats of communism 
outside Russia. In luirope the tide of revolution had ebbed, and 
the Communist International had run aground. Its parties led 
only a minority of the European working class and they were not 
in a position to undertake with any chance of success a frontal 
attack on llu? l)ourgeois order. Yet, most Communist parties 
refused to aeknowieclge dei'eat and were inclined to rely on their 
own strength and to go on staging revolts and couj)s in the hope 
that if they tried j)ersistently enough they would carry the 
majority of the workers with them. A reorientation of the 
International was o\erdue.; and this was the joint work of 
1 -enin and J'rotsky. Willi regard to the International they acted 
in a close and intimate jiartncrship which, as far as can be as¬ 
certained, was not even once disturbed by the slightest discord.’ 

Neither 'I'rotsky nor Lenin had abandoned their fundamental 
belief that the Oe.tolier upheaval in Russia had opened an era of 
international proletarian revolution; and Trotsky w'as to cling 
to this conviction throughout the next two decades, to the end of 
his life. But he now came to realize that the class stniggle out- 
.side Russia was more complicated and protracted than he and 
others had at first imagined. He no longer took its outcome for 
granted; and he ivas anxious to dispel complacency about this 
and ‘ultra-left' illusions in the. International. Thus, in July 
1921, he made a striking criticism of those Communists who 
held that the advent of .socialism was ‘inevitable’.* Such a belief 
in the pretletermincal progress of society, he said, svas based 
on a ‘mechanistic’ misinterpretation of the Marxist approach 
to bistort'. 

Mankind has not always and not invariably moved upwards.. . . 
It has known in history long spells of sragnation. It has known 
relapses into barbarism. There have been instances... when society, 
having reached a certain height of development, tvas incapable of 
maintaining itself on that height. . . . Mankind can never be at a 
standstill. Any eejuilibrium, which it may attain in consequence of 
struggles lietwcen classes and nations, is unstable by its very nature. 
A society which docs not rise must decline. A society from which no 


’ Lenin and Trotsky were the only two Soviet leaders elected Honorary Presi¬ 
dents at the third congicss of the International. Trelii Vsetnimyi Kongress Konuntema. 
p. 16. * IM Komintetna, pp. 266-305. 
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class cincri»cs c apable of securing its ascendancy disintegrates. The 
road is then opt'ii lo Iiarbarism. 

Snell had been llu' main cause' of the breakdown of the anti(|ne 
civilizations: the nj)i)erclassc'sol Roine and (irecce had decayed; 
and the c'xploited classes, the slaves, had been inherently in¬ 
capable oi‘nwolnlionaiy action and political leadership. This 
was a warning (or onr age. 'fhe decay of the' bourgeois order as 
nndeniablc. 'IVne, American capitalism was still a dynamic and 
expansive force, although even in the United States socialism 
could already de\elop the nation's resonret's more rationally 
and with greater benefit to society than t aiiilalism did. But 
linropean capitalism was historiealK at the* end of its tether. It 
did not signifieanth' dcvc'lop its jirodnrtive force's. It had no 
progrcssi\ e role to play. It could open uj) no new vistas. If tliis 
were not so all thought of jnoletarian revolution in our time 
would lie cpiixotie. But although Kiiropean capitalism was 
decaying, the bourgeois order did not and would not collapse 
by itself. It had to be overthrown, and only the working class 
could overthrow it in rc'xolutionary action. Ifilu* working class 
were to fail in this, then Oswald Speiigler's giocany jin clietion 
of the Unta\^aug des Ahcjidlavdcs would come true. History con¬ 
fronted the workers with a eliallenge as if saying to iIkim: 'Vcni 
ought to know that if you do not overthrow the* lioiii gc'oisie, 
yon will perish under the ruins of civilization. IVy and carry 
out your task!** 

Meanwhile European capitalism had willisiood the* shoc ks ol 
world war and post-war erisc's. The* jiossessing classes of ^V(^ste^n 
Kurope had learned their lessons from the Russian revolution: 
they did not allow themselves to be lakc'ii by surprise' as Tsar- 
dom did; and thc'y mobilized all their resources and sti’alegic 
ideas. The appearance of fascism—Trotsky said this in r()22, 
the year of Mussolini’s march on Rome—was a symptom of' 
that mobilization; and there was the dangc'r, he added, that \i 
Geiinan Mussolini’ rniglit also rise to power.- 

All this was of grave omen to the further course of .scu ialist 
revolution. The wdiole development, with its peculiar sc^quence 
of phases unforeseen by earlier Marxists, might put .socialism at 
a disadvantage. Prolc'tarian I'evolutinn would have produced 

(V Cil., II. 


* Lor. f:it. 
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llir lirsL Icsiills il it iijd (miirrcd jiisl in tin* Idiil^d Similes ni, 
as a SfTond best, in Britain, against the Ijackgroiiiid of* highly 
developed prodnetive i csources. lns((‘ad the revolution had won 
in Russia, where it (bund only liiniled possibilities to chnnon- 
strate its advantages. It would find itself placed under even 
worse handicaps in tin* countries of Asia and Africa which wer(‘ 
more backward tlian Russia. This led Trotsky to make the melan- 
( holy nanark that ^History seems to be unwinding her skein from the 
other end\ that is liom tlu* countries which ari! least malun'.* 

H(‘ did not ceas(‘ to hope that ‘the skein’ would still unwind 
IVom the Western, the European, end as well. Th(‘ delays of 
revolution, the mobilization of counter-revolution, th(‘ prospect 
of a stahunate in the class struggle, and of the decadence of 
Euroj)ean civilization were for him not certainties to l)e accepted 
latalisiically, but dang(Ts to be acU'd against and axtu'ted. The 
chances were still overwlu lmingly in favour of revolution; but 
miK h de|)ended on the attitude of the Communist parlies. It 
was their dut\ to lead European society out oi'the impasse. They 
had to struggle for leadership. They could succeed in this only 
if iIkw b(‘i'ame militant and conscious partii‘S, versed in the 
strategy and tactics of revolution, and accustomed to con¬ 
cert th(*ir efforls under strict international discipline. They were 
bound to Jail if th(‘v remaiiK'd onlv a radical vari(;tv of tlu! old 
Social Democratic |)arties, if they cherished illusions about 
bourgeois parliaini'iitarianisni, and if tluy worked only within 
the I'ramework of their national politics. But tluy would fail 
just as surely if, ii‘actiijg against the Social Democratic tradi¬ 
tion, they were to become narrow, self-ccntri'd sects, rigid in 
outlook and tactics; ii'they contented themselves with purely 
negative' and arid boycott of the institutions of bourgeois society 
instead of promoting the. revolutionary idea even from within 
those institutions; and if they went on trying to storm the 
bastions of capitalism without paying due regard to the cireum- 
slanees and the balanet' of forces. 

Tlie Cfominuiiist parties were not immediately confronted with 
revolutionary opportuniti(\s. TJieir job was to gather strengtli 
and to w'in over the majority of the workers without whose 
support no revolution could ever succeed. 

Together with Lenin, Trotsky worked out the tactics of the- 
« Op. cit., pp. 4a9’3^»- 
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‘united front’.' The gist of it was this; the Communist parties, 
still too weak to oxTithrow the established order, should be the 
most active participants in the ‘day-to-day’ struggles of the 
workers for highi'r wages, shorter hours, and democratic free¬ 
doms. They should not change the idea of socialism into the 
small coin of trade unionism and parliamentary relbrm, but carry 
into the struggle for 'partial demands’ their own revolutionai y 
spirit and purpose. Tlii'y should maki; the workers realize how 
tenuous were all the gains they could win under caj^italism and 
so rally them, even through the fight lor such gains, lor the last 
battle. The Social Democrats directed tin* struggle for ‘partial 
demands’ in such a way as to contain the workers’ militant 
encTgy within the frame^vork of capitalism; and they used re¬ 
form as the diversion from nwolution. The Communists, on the 
contrary, should use it as the spring-board of revolution. 

But since Communists had to fight ibr partial gaiiis and re¬ 
forms they had some common ground, however narrow, with 
the Social Democrats and the moderate Iviidc unionists. 'Fhey 
should try to concert action with them within a united front. 
This should remove at least one dangerous coiiseciucncc of the 
fundamental and irremediable cleavage between reformism and 
communism; it should overcome the division of the working 
class and prev ent the dispersal of its tmergies. Marching separ¬ 
ately, Communists and reformists should strike jointly at the 
bourgeoisie whenever they were threatened by it or could wrest 
concessions from it. Common action should extend to ])arlia- 
ments and elections, in which Communists must be prepared to 
support Social Democrats. But the main arena of the united 
front lay outside parliaments, in trade unions, in industry, and 
‘in the street’. The Communists had to pursue a double objec¬ 
tive: they should seek to secure the immediate success of the 
united front; and at the same time assert their own viewpoint 
within the united front in order to wean Social Democratic 
workers from reformist habits of mind and to develop in them a 
revolutionary consciousness. 

Lenin had expounded these ideas as early as 1920 in the 

* Trotsky prcsniicd the ‘Report on the World Crisis and the Tasks of the 
International’ at the second scission of the congress on 23 June 1921. Kadek pre¬ 
sented the ‘Report on Tactics’, in place of Zinoviev who was inclined towards the 
‘ultra-ici t’ opposition. Tretii Vumirnyi Kongress Kominierna, 



THE POWER AND THE DREAM 63 

Infantile Disease of ^Leftishness^ in Communism^ where he dwelt on 
the harm done to communisni l)y unreasoning ultra-radical 
sectarians. The need foi* a firm and formal disavowal of‘uUra- 
radicalism’ became pressing afUT the German March rising of 
1921. It was then that Lenin placed f)roposals for the united 
front before the Executive of the International. He met with 
strong opposition from Zinoviev, Bukharin, Bela Kun, and 
others. For a momtmt it seemed that the ultra-radicals w^ould 
prevail. It w^as only after animated debates in the course of 
which Lenin and Trotsky jointly faced the opposition that the 
Executive was persuaded to authorize the policy of the united 
front and to instruct both Lenin and Trotsky to expound it at 
the forthcoming congress of the International.^ 

At the congress, in July 1921, the ultra-radicals made a 
stand. They exercised a strong influence on the German, Italian, 
and Dutch parties and they drew their strength from a powerful 
emotional current in the whole Int»‘rnational. The Communist 
parlies had come into existence in a desperate struggle against 
the leaders ol' the old Socialist parti(‘s whom they blamed for 
supporting the ‘imperialist slaughter* of 1914-18, for the sub¬ 
sequent suppression of revolution in Europe, for the assassina¬ 
tion of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht, and for an 
ambiguous attitude towaids European intervention in Russia. 
No wwider that many Communists were bewildered and indig¬ 
nant when they now heard Lenin and Trotsky urging them to 
acknowledge defeat, be it temporarily, and to co-operate with 
the hated ‘social imperialists’ and ‘social traitors’. This to the 
ultra-radicals was surrender or even betrayal. At the congress, 
as earlier on the Executive, Trotsky and Lenin had to use all 
their influence and eloquence to prevent the opposition from 

* Alficd Kosmrr giv<*s an irifnrniaiivc account of these days in Moscou sous Leninf, 
pp. 172-88. Katl<‘k, l\yat JaI Kiminteina^ vol. ii, pn face. At the Executive Lenin 
made a speech in widt h he dcrlared his lull soliflariiy w’ilh Trotsky and strongly 
attacked ll<?Ia Kun, the spokesman «>! the ultra-left, repeatedly describing Kun as 
a ‘fool’. 'The full text of the speech, w hich I read many years ago, was not available 
at tlic time ol‘writing. TroLsky published excerpts from it in his Bulletcn Oppozitsii 
(December 1932). Lenin said: ‘1 have come here in order to protest against Bela 
Klin's speech who came out against comrade Trotsky instead of defending him— 
W'hich he should ha\e done if he had wished lo act as a genuine Marxist. . . . 
Clomradc Trotsky was a thousand times right. ... I have considered it my duty to 
support in all essentials e\'i*rything comrade Trotsky has said. . . Lenin backed 
Trotsky also against Cachin and Frosssard who at the congress represented the 
extreme right wing. (Ibid.) 
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iJic ii|)|H*r li;nul tliry cvni thrcatrucd lo s|)lit: llic 
InUTiiational if it backed the ultra-radicals. 

The congress voted for thi* united front. But it did so with 
mental reservations and without a clear grasp of the issues in- 
voh ed. Lenin and Trotsky had set the Communist parlies the 
dual task of lighting arm in arm with the reformists against the 
bourgeoisie and of wresting from the reformists influence over 
the working class. I’hc idea of the united front embodied the 
whole tactical experience of the Bolsh(*viks who had ind('(*d 
I'ouglu first against Tsardom, then the Cadets, and then Korni- 
lo\', in a sort of a united front with the Menshe\ iks and Social 
Rt voliitionariis until, in the end, they gaint‘d ascfaidancy over 
the latter too. The Bolshevik success was secured not nn'rely 
by the resourcefulness of the Bolshevik leaders, but by the* 
breakdown of a whole social order and l)y the subsequent shift 
from right to Icjl typical of all classical revolution. Could such 
tactics, even if no other tactics wen', from the communist 
\ iewpoinl, realistic, be appli(‘d outside Russia with comj)arabIe 
chance of succ(*ss? In Europe the old order had regained a 
measure of stability which produced a confused but distinct 
shift/row left to right. This alone t<'nded lo secun' the asct'ndancy 
of the reformists within any united front. Nor was there among 
European Communists a single leader with a mastery of ladies 
comparable to Leniji’s or 'IVotsky's. And so the European Com¬ 
munists were to prove incapable of applying tin* united front in 
both its aspects. Some look to heart their duly to co-operaK* in 
all earnestness with the Social Democrats. Others were above 
all eag< r to discredit the Social Democrats. Some saw the 
united front as a serious endeavour to unify the working class in 
the struggle for j^artial demands. Others saw it men ly as a 
clever trick. Still others wavered betw(‘en the opfFOsed views. 
And so the International began to split into right and left wings 
and intermediate and extreme groups, ‘centrists’ and ‘ultra- 
lefts’. 

At the congress 7 ’rolsky and Lenin contended mainly with 
opposition from the ultra-radicals; and so at times they ap¬ 
peared to encourage the right wing. Trotsky in particular spoke 
scathingly and disdainfully about the ultra-radicals, for in¬ 
stance, Arkadi Maslov and Ruth Fischer, the leaders f)f the 
communist organization of Berlin, describing them as empty- 
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headed emotionalists, who had little in common with Marxism 
and might be expected to switch over to the most unprincipled 
opportunism.’ He was enthusiastically applauded by all the 
moderate elements at the congress; and the applause rose to an 
ovation when on b(;half of the majority of the delegates Klara 
Zetkin, the famous veteran of German communism, paid him a 
solemn and stirring tribute.- 

At the next, the fourth, congress Lenin, already ill, spoke 
only briefly and with great difficulty; and Trotsky came to the 
fore as the chief expounder of the International’s strategy and 
tactics. He advocated once again the united front. He went a step 
farther and urged theCommunist parties to support, on conditions, 
Social Democratic governments and even, under special circum¬ 
stances, in pre-revolulionar)'' situations, when such coalitions 
could pave the way for proletarian dictatorship, to participate in 
them .3 Th(‘ opposition was outrag(‘d. From the first day of its 
existence the International had declared it an axiom of its policy 
that a Communist jiarty must never enter any coalition govern¬ 
ment: its task w’as to destroy the bourgeois state machine, not to 
try and capture it from within. However, the congress accepted 
the tactical innovation; and the Communist parties were in¬ 
structed to watch for opportunilies to form government 
coalitions with the Social Democrats. This decision was to 
assume a crucial importance in the crisis of German communism 
in the autumn of 19-^3. 

Such were the tactical efforts through w^hich Trotsky (and 
Lenin) still hoped to ‘unwind the skein of revolution’ from its 
‘proper’, that is from its European, end. 


Throughout the summer of 1922 the disagreements in the 
Politbureau over domestic issues dragged on inconclusively. 
The dissension between Lenin and Trotsky persisted. On ii 
September from his retreat in Gorki, outside Moscow^ Lenin 
made contact with Stalin and asked him to place before the 
Politbureau once again and with the utmost urgency a motion 
proposing Trotsky’s appointment as deputy Premier. Stalin 
communicated the motion by telephone to those members and 

’ 1 rwtsky, Pyat Let Kominterna, pp. 288 ff. 

^ Tretii Vsemirnyi Kongres Komititerna, p. 58. 

See 'Trotsky's report on the lourtli congress In his Pyat Let Kominterm. 
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alternate members of the PoHtbureaii wlio were present in 
Moscow. He liimself and Rykov voted for the appointment; 
Kalinin declared that he had no objection, while Tomsky and 
Kamenev abstairu'd. No one voted against. "JYotsky once again 
refused the post.^ Since Lenin had insisted that the appoint¬ 
ment was urgent because Rykov was about to take lea\’(‘, 
Trotsky replied that he, too, was on the point of taking his holiday 
and that his hands were, anyhow, full o(* work for the forth¬ 
coming congress of the International. These were irrelevant 
excuses, because Lenin had not inli'iided the aj)pointment to be 
only a stopgap for the holiday season. Without waiting for the 
Politbureau\s decision, 'JVotsky left Moscow. On 14 September 
the Politbureau met and Stalin put belbre it a resolution which 
was highly damaging to Trotsky; it censured him in eifect for 
dereliction of duty.- 'fhe circumstances of the case indicate that 
I.enin must have prompted Stalin to frame this resolution or 
that Stalin at least had his consent for it. 

Less than a month later an unexpected (‘\mt put an end to 
the sparrings between Lenin and Trotsky. At th(‘ beginning ol' 
October the Central Committee adopi{*(l certain decisions con¬ 
cerning the monopoly of foreign trade. 'I'he Soviet government 
had reserv ed i'or iisell’thc exclusive right to engage in trade with 
foreign countries; and it had centralized all Jbreign commercial 
transactions. This was a decisive measure t)f ‘socialist ])rote(- 
tionism*—the term was coined by Trotsky-^- designed to defend 
the weak Soviet economy fn ni hostile pn ssures and un])redict- 
able fluctuations of the world market. The monopoly also pre¬ 
vented private business from overlapping into foreign trade, 
exporting essential goods, importing inessential ones, and dis¬ 
rupting even fuither the country's economic balance. The new 
decisions of the Central Committee, taken in Trotsky’s and 
Lenin’s absence, did not go so far as to admit jn ivate business to 
foreign trade; but they did loosen central control over Soviet 
trade agencies abroad. This might have enabled individual state 
concerns working on foreign markets to act independently with 
a view’ primarily to their sectional advantage and thus to make 
a breach in ^socialist protectionism’. In time private business 
might have benefited from the breach.^ 


' The TroUky Anhhes. * Ibid. ^ Pn*r»f)ra/.ht'n.sky, op. cil., p. 79. 

^ Lrnia, Sochinenya^ vol. xxxiii, pp. 338 -40. 
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Lenin at once objected to the decision, describing it as a 
grave threat to the Sovi('t ( conoiny. He was alarmed, irritated, 
and paralysed. In brief moments, snatched from his doctors 
and nurses, he dictated notes and memoranda, protests, and 
exhortations; but he could not inltTvene personally wnlh the 
(amtral ('ominiltee. 'I’hen, to his relief, he learned that Trotsky 
adopl('d a view identical with his. In the course of nearly two 
months the issue hung in the balance. On 13 December i.enin 
wrote to 'iVolsky: ‘I earnestly beg you to take it upon yourself 
to delend at the (brlhcoming plenary session [of the Central 
Cominiltee| our cf)ninion view about the imperative ne(‘d to 
preser\ e and reinfoiee the monopoly of Ibreign trade.’ VVolsky 
readily agreed. But ha\'ing repeatedly warned Lenin and the 
Politbureau that tlieir policy encouraged tlu! administration to 
submit passively to iIk' uncontrolled forces of the market eco¬ 
nomy, he pointed caU that the Central (k)mmittee’s latest 
dt'cision show(‘d that his warnings had been all too justified. 
Oncc‘ again he urged the net d for co-ordination and planning 
and ibr \-esting wid(^ powers in Gosplan. L(‘nin still tri(*d to 
shelv(‘ tlie issm* of (iosplan and entreated Trotsky to concen¬ 
trate ()n ih<' trade monoj)oly. T think we have arrived at a full 
agreeriK'iit’, he wrote to 'J'rotsky again, ‘and I am asking you to 
announce our solidarity at the plenary session.’ Should they 
both be outvoted iheri', then Trotsky should aimouiicc* that 
tlu'v would both go to any length to nullify tli(' vote: they w^ould 
both attack the (arntral Committee in public.* 

There was no need ic)r them to resort to such drastic action. 
Contrary to Lenin's fears, when the Central Committee came 
to review the issue in the second half of December, Trotsky 
easily persuaded it to reverse its decision. Lenin was all exulta¬ 
tion. ‘W'e liave captured tht‘ position without firing a shot. . 
he commc'nted to 'IVotsky in a note written ‘with Professor 
Forster’s permissionV ‘1 propose that we do not stop but press 
on with the attack. . . 

* Siv iht‘ corn;sjv)nclt*nrc lu twirii and Trotsky of 12 27 December 1922 

in 77 /r I fotskr Anfiircs, and 'I’n.tsky. The Suilin Sthnol of Talsijication, pp. 58 63. 

^ Prolessor Forster was one ot Lenin’s doctors. 

^ I wrote* the lirst two of this volume in I9f,4, basing the documen¬ 

tation largely on 7 he Irotsky Archives. Only two years laH‘r, after Khrushchev’s 
disclosures at the twentieth congress of the Soviet Communist party, were some of 
these important documents published in NIoscow for the first liinej and they have 
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The incident brought the two men closer together than they 
had been for some time. In the next few days Lenin reflected 
further over the criticisms of economic policy 'J rotsky had made 
in the last two years. He communicated the result of his reflec¬ 
tions to the Politbureau in a letter of 27 December: 

Comrade 1 Volsky, it seems, advanced this idea [about the Gos- 
plan's prerogatives] long ago. I opposed it... but having attentively 
reconsidered it I find that there is an essential and sound idea here: 
Gosplan does stand somewhat apart from our legislative institutions 
... although it possesses the best possible data for a correct judgment 
of [economic] matters. ... In this, I think, one could and should go 
some way to meet Comrade Trotsky. . . 

He realized that this would be a disappointment to members of 
the Politbureau—hence his apologetic undtTtonc. I’he Polit- 
bureaii was indeed annoyed by his sudden conversion and, 
despite Trotsky's protests, it resolved not to publish Lenin’s 
remarks.2 

In the last w'eeks and days of the year Lenin went a very long 
w'ay to ‘meet Comrade IVotsky’ on further issues w-hich had 
separated them. At the beginning of December he once again 
urged Trotsky to accept the post of vice-Premicr .3 'I'his time 
he did it in a private talk, not amid the formalities of Polit¬ 
bureau proceedings. The question of the succession w^as already 
uppermost in his mind—presently he was to write his will. But 
he gave no hint of this to Trotsky. Instead he spoke in a tone of 
grave anxiety about the abuses of power which he saw were 
getting worse and worse and about the need to curb them. 
7 ’rotsky did not this time rqect the offer outright. He repeated 
that a drive against bureaucratic abuses in the government 
would yield little or no result as long as sucli abuses were 

since been included in a special volume (vol. xxxvi) added to the fcjurth edition of 
Lenin's Works. C^omparing the texts I have not had the need to alter a single 
comma in the quotations taken from The Trotsky Archii'es. Even now, however, only 
a fraction ol the Lenin cfirrespfjndence which thrrse Archives contain, not to speak 
of other documents, has been published. 

* The Archives; Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xxxvi, pp. 548 y. Lenin in fact completely 
accepted Trotsky's basic idea, but not his allegation alxmt Kzhizhanovsky's 
incompetence as head of Ciosplan. 

^ The Archives. Stalin observed evasively: ‘I suppose there is no necessity to 
print this, especially as we do not have Lenin’s authorization.’ 

3 Trotsky, Moya Z^Krii vol. ii, pp. 215 17. 
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tolerated in the party’s leading bodies. Lenin replied that he was 
ready for a ‘bloc’ with Trotsky, that is for joint action against 
bureaucracy in the party as well as in the state. There was no 
need for either of them to mention names. Such action could be 
directed only against Stalin. They did not have the time to 
pursue the matter and to discuss any plan of action. A lew days 
afterwards I.enin suffered another stroke. 

In their last conversation Lenin gave Trotsky no indication 
that he had also pondered anew the other major issue over 
which they had differed: Stalin’s policy in Georgia. On this, 
too, he was at last going to ‘meet Comrade Trotsky’. He w'as in 
the mood of a man who, with one foot in the grave, uneasily 
looks back on his life’s work and is seized by a poignant aware¬ 
ness of its flaws. Some months earlier, at the eleventh congress, 
he said that often he had the uncanny sensation which a driver 
has when he suddenly feels that his vehicle is not moving in the 
direction in which he steers it. Powerful forces diverted the 
So>'iet state from its proper road: th(‘ semi-barbarous peasant 
individualism of Russia, pressure from capitalist surroundings, 
and above all, the deep-seated native traditions of uncivilized 
absolutist govtTniiK'nt.* After everv^ spell of illness, when he re¬ 
turned to watch anew the movements of the state machine, 
Lenin's alarm grew; and with pathetic determination he struggled 
to grip the steering wheel in his paralysed hands. 

I’he ‘vehicle’, he discovered, had run into the rut—oh, how 

familiar.of Great Russian chauvinism. In the second half of 

December he re-examined the circumstances of the conflict with 
the Georgian Bolsheviks, the conflict in which he had sided 
with Stalin. He carefully collected, sifted, and collated the fticts. 
He learned about the brutality with which Stalin and Ordjoni- 
kidze, Stalin’s subordinate, had behaved in Tiflis; he found 
that the accusations they levelled against the Georgian ‘devia- 
lionisls’ were folsc, and he grew angr>^ with himself for having 
allowed Stalin to abuse his confidence and to cloud his judgement. 

In this mood, on 23 and 25 December, Lenin dictated that 
letter to his followers which became in effect his last will and 
testament. He intended to offer the party guidance about those 
who would presently be called upon to lead it. He characterized 
briefly the men of the leading team, so that the party should 

‘ Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xxxiii, pp. 235- 76. 
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know which, in his view, were the merits and the faults of each. 
He contained his emotion and weighed his words so as to convey 
a judgement based on obserx ation of many years and not a 
view formed on the spur of the moment. 

The party, he wj ote, should bewan' of the danger of a split 
in which Stalin and Trotsky ‘the two most eminent leaders of 
the present Central Ck)mmittee\ would confront each other as 
the chief antagonists. Their antagonism reflected as yet no 
basic conflict of class interest or principle: it still was, he sug¬ 
gested, merely a clash of personalities. Trotsky was ‘the most 
able' of all the party leaders; but he was poss(‘Ssed of‘excessive 
self-confidence', a ‘disposition to be loo much attracted by the 
purely administrative aspect of aflairs', and an inclination to 
oppose himself individiialistically to the Central Committee. In 
a Bolshevik leader these were, of course, important faults, im¬ 
pairing his capacity I'or teamwork and his judgement. Yet, lanin 
added, the party ought not to hold against Trotsky his pre-revolu¬ 
tionary disagreements with Bolshevism. Ihe warning implied that 
the disagreements had long since been lived down; but Lc’nin was 
aware that this was not necessarily the vit'w taken by his disciples. 

About Stalin he had only this to say: ‘Having bi'corne (.h'lU'ral 
Secretary, Stalin has concentrated immeasurable j)ower in his 
hands; and J am not sure that he will always know how to use 
that power with sufficient caution.' i’he warning was suggestive 
but inconclusi\e. Lenin refrained from offeriiig (‘xplieit advice 
and stating ])er.sonal j)reli*n'nccs. H(‘ seemed to place somewhat 
stronger emphasis on Trotsky’s faults than on Stalin’s, if only 
because with Trotsky's qualities he dealt in greater detail. Soon, 
however, he had afterthoughts; and on 4 January 1923 he 
wrote that brief and pregnant postscript in which he stated that 
Stalin's rudeness wms already ‘becoming unbearable in the 
office of the General Secretaiw’ and in which he advised his 
followers to ‘remove Stalin’ from that office and to appoint to it 
‘another man . . . more patient, more loyal, mor(' polit(‘, more 
attentive to comrades, less capricious, etc.’. If this were not to 
be done, the conflict between Stalin and Trotsky would grow 
more bitter with dangerous consequences to the party as a 
wffiole.* Lenin had no doubt that his advice to ‘remove’ Stalin 
could only establish Trotsky in the leadership. 

‘ Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xxxvi, ])|). 
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The understatements of the will and even of the postscript 
give no idea oflhe full force of Lenin’s fresh fury against Stalin and 
of his fixed resolve to discredit him once and for all. It was between 
25 December and 1 January that Lenin formed this resolution. 
The (longress of the Soviets had just assembled at which Stalin 
proclaimed the Union ol* Soviet Socialist Republics in place of 
the Federation (‘Stablished und(T the 1918 constitution.^ Having 
supported this constitutional change, Lenin now suspected that 
it would do away C()inplet(‘ly with the autonomy of the non- 
Russian Republics and indeed re-establish Russia ‘one and in- 
divisibl(‘’. He formed the opinion that Stalin had used the need 
for centralized go\ (*rnmeiit to screen the oppression of the small 
nationalities. TIk' suspicion hardened into a certainty when 
Lenin had a new insight into Stalin’s character: he saw him as 
churlish, sly, and false. On 30 December, just when Stalin was 
proclaiming the Union, Tamin, cheating once again his doctors 
and his health, began to dictate a series of notes about policy 
towards the small nations. This was in effect his last message on 
th(' subject; and it was full of heart-searching, passionate re¬ 
morse, and holy anger,- 

He wrote that he felt ‘strongly guilty before the workers of 
Russia for not having inter\’ened vigorously and drastically 
enough in this notorious issue . . Illness had prevented him 
from doing so, e\(*n though he liad confided his fears and 
doubts to Zinoviev. But only now, after he had heard Dzer¬ 
zhinsky’s report on Georgia, did it become quite clear to him 
‘in what sort f»f a s\> am])' the parly had landed. All that had 
happened in Georgia and elsewhere was being justified on the 
ground that the govc'rnnu'iit must possess a single and integrated 
administrative! machine or ‘apparatus’. ‘Where do such state¬ 
ments emanate from?’ Lenin asked. ‘Do they not come from 
that same Russian apparatus . . . I^vc had] borrowed from 
^fsardorn and only just covered with a Soviet veneer?’ 'lo the 
small nations ‘freedom of secession' from the Union was be¬ 
coming an cmjjty promise. They were in fact exposed to ‘the 
irruption of that truly Russian man, the Great Russian chauvinist, 
who is essentially a scoundrel and an oppressor as is the tyq^ical 

* Stalin, Sochitienva, vol. v. pp. i-irv-r)*)* 

- Ernin, op. fit’, i>p. p. Str alwj L. A. Fotieva’s memoirs published in 
I'oprnsy Istnrii Nr. tpr»7- 
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Russian bureaucrat’. It was high time to defend the non- 
Russian nationalities from that ‘truly Russian dierzhymorda [the 
great brutish bully of Gogol’s satire]. . . . The rashness of 
Stalin’s administrative zeal and his spite have played a fatal 
role. I fear that Dzerzhinsky too . . . has distinguished himself 
by his truly Russian state of mind (it is well known that Russi¬ 
fied aliens are always much more Russian than the Russians 
themselves).’ 

On New Year’s Eve Lenin continued: 


. . . internationalism on the part ofa ... so called great nation (great 
only through its acts of oppression, great only in the sense in which 

the bully may claim to be great).iiilernalionalism on the part of 

such a nation should consist not merely in respecting formal 
equality between nations. It is necessary to create such [real] 
equality as would reduce . . . the actual inequality which arises in 
life. The Georgian who treats this aspect of tlu' matter with con¬ 
tempt and charges others w^ith being ‘social chauvinists’ (that 
Georgian who himself is not merely a genuine social-chauvinist but 
a coarse brutish bully on behalf of a Great Power) that (Heorgian is 
offending against the interests of proletarian class solidarity. . . , 
Nothing hampers the growth and consolidation of such solidarity as 
much as does injustice towards smaller nationalities. . . . That is 
why it is l)etter to show loo much conciliation and softness towards 
national minorities, rather than too little. 

The rights of the Georgians, Ukrainians, and others were more 
important than the need for administrative centralization which 
Stalin evoked in order to justify ‘a quasi-imperialist attitude 
towards oppressed nationalities’. If need be, I.enin concluded, 
the new constitution sponsored by Stalin, together with the new 
ccntralistic organization of government, would have to be 
scrapped altogether. 

Having expressed himself with so much anguish and merciless 
bluntness, Lenin apparently intended to turn the matter over in 
his thoughts and to consider wdiat course of action to take. For 
over two months he did not communicate his notes to any 
member of the Politburcau. 

The upheaval in Lenin’s mind which caused him to reverse 
so many of his crucial policies may appear even more startling 
and more sudden than the change which had occurred in 
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Trotsky in 1921 and 1922. It, too, resulted from theintense con¬ 
flict between the dream and the power of the revolution, a 
conflict which was going on in Lenin’s mind, and not only in 
his. In its dream the Bolshevik party saw^ itself as a disciplined 
yet inwardly free and dedicated body of revolutionaries, im¬ 
mune from corruption by power. It saw itself committed to 
observe proletarian democracy and to respect the freedom of 
the small nations, for without this there could be no genuine 
advance to socialism. In pursuit of their dream the Bolsheviks 
had built up an immense and centralized machine of power to 
which they th(‘n gradually surrendered more and more of their 
dream: proletarian democracy, the rights of the small nations, 
and finally their own freedom. They could not dispense with 
power if they were to strive* for the fulfilment of their ideals; 
but now their power came to oppress and overshadow their 
ideals. The gravest dilemmas arose; and also a deep cleavage 
between those who clung to the dream and those who clung to 
the power. 

T he ( leavage was not cl(‘ar-cut, because dream and power 
were up to a point insc'jiarable. It was from attachment to the 
revolution that the Bolsheviks had mount(‘d and operated the 
machine oi* pfmer, \>hich now functioned according to its 
own laws and by its own momentum, and which demanded 
from them all their attachment. Consequently those who 
clung to the dr(*am were by no m(*ans inclined to smash the 
machine of pow(T; and those who identified themselves with 
powTr did not altogether abandon the dream. The same men 
who at one moment stood for one aspect of Bolshevism at the 
next moment ruslu'd to embrace its opposite aspect. Nobody 
had in 1920-1 gone 1‘arther than Trotsky in demanding that 
every interest and aspiration should be wholly subordinated to 
the ‘iron dictatorship'. Yet he was the first of the Bolshevik 
chiefs to turn against the machine of that dictatorship when it 
began to devour the dream. When subsequently Trotsky be¬ 
came involved in the struggle over the succession to Lenin, 
many of those who heard him invoke the revolution’s ideals 
doubted his sincerity, and wondered whether he did not use 
them meri'ly as pretexts in the contest for power. Lenin stood 
above any such suspicion. He w^as the party’s undisputed leader; 
and he had and could have had no ulterior motive when in the 
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last weeks of his activity he confessed with a sense of guilt that 
he had not sufficiently resisted the new oppressiem of the weak 
by the strong, and when he used his last ounce of strength to 
strike a blow at the o\’er-centraliz('d machine of power. He in¬ 
voked the purpose of the n'volution for its own sake, I'rom a 
deep, disinterested, and n-morseful di'votion to it. And when at 
last, a dying man, his mind ablaze, he moved to retrieve the 
revolution from its heavy eneumbranee, it was to 'IVotsky that 
he turned as his ally. 



CliAPTER II 


The Anathema 

F rom the bt-^inning ol the civil war tin* Polltbureau acted as 
lli(‘ party s brain and supreme authority although the party 
statutes contained no jmovision even for its existence. The 
annual congresses (‘leeted only a (Jentral Committee which was 
endow(‘d with tlu* widest powers of determining policy and 
managing tlie organization and was accountable to the next 
congress. 'J in' Central Committee elected the Polilbureau. At 
first, the Politburcau was to lak(! dex isions only on urgent mat¬ 
ters arising during tlu* w(‘ekly or fortnightly intervals between 
tlur sessions oi'the Central Committee. 'Tlu'ii, as the scope of the 
afl'airs with which that (Committee had to deal widened, in¬ 
cluding mon* and inon' of the business of government, and as 
the members oi'the Committee became increasingly absorbed in 
manifold departmental responsibilities and were often absent 
from Moscow, the Central Committee gradually and informally 
delegated some of its ]>rerogatives lo the Politbureau. The 
Central Committee once consisted only of a dozen or so members: 
but then it l)ecaiTi(' too big and cumbersome to act effectively. 
In 1922 it met only once in two months, while the members 
of the Politbureau Avorked in close day-to-day contact. In 
their work they adhered strictly to democratic procedure. Where 
differences of opinion were marked, they decided by a simple 
majority. It was within this framework, as primus inter pares, that 
L(‘nin exercised supreme povver.^ 

From December 1922 the problem nf the succession to Lenin 
was uppermost in the Politbureau's mind. Yet in principle the 
problem could not even exist. With or without Lenin it was the 
l\>litbureau as a body (and through it the Central Committee) 
which was supposed lo rule, the party; and the will of the Polit¬ 
bureau was what its inajorily willed. The question therefore 
became not wlio would succeed Lenin, but hoAv the alignments 
in the Politbureau would shape themselves without Lenin, and 

* KPSS r Jirzolulmikht vol. i, pp. r) 7 ^’" 7 ; 
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what sort of a majority would form itself to provide stable leader¬ 
ship. Stability of leadership had so far rested, at least in part, 
on Lenin’s unchallenged authority and on his powers of per¬ 
suasion and tactical skill, which, as a rule, allowed him to 
secure in each matter as it arose majority votes for his proposals. 
Lenin had no need to form for this purpose any special faction 
of his own within the Polilburcau. U he change which occurred 
either in December 1922, or in Januaiy' 1923 when Lenin 
finally ceased to take part in the Politbureau's w'ork, was the 
creation of a special faction the sole purpose of which was 
to prevent Trotsky from having a majority which would en¬ 
able him to take Lenin’s place. I'hat faction was the trium¬ 
virate of Stalin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev. 

The motives which prompted Stalin to set his liice against 
Trotsky are clear enough. Their antagonism dated back to tin* 
early Tsaritsyn battles of 1918;* and recently Trotsky's wound¬ 
ing criticisms of the Commissar of Rabkrin and of the General 
Secretary had exacerbated it. In December 1922 or in the fol¬ 
lowing januar)- Stalin could have had no knowiedge ol' the 
‘bloc’ against him which Lenin and 1 rotsky mooted, of Lenin’s 
resolve to see him removed from the GentTal Secretariat, or of 
the attack which Lenin was preparing against his policy in 
Georgia and his ‘Great Russian chauvinism’. But he sensed 
danger." He saw' Lenin and Trotsky acting in unison over the 
trade monopoly and then over Gosplan. He heard Lenin in¬ 
veighing against bureaucratic misrule; and he probably knew' 
from Zinoviev that Lenin was disturbed by events in Georgia. 
As General Sc-cretary, Stalin had already gained enormous 
pow'cr: the Secretariat (and the Organization Bureau) had 
taken over from the Politbureau most of its executive functions 
and left to it decisions on high policy. Nominally, how'ever, 
the Politbureau exercised control over the Secretariat and the 
Orgbureau; and it could prolong or refuse to prolong Stalin’s 
tenure of office. Stalin was convinced that he could expect no 
good for himself from a Politbureau swayed by 'Protsky. At this 
stage he was anxious merely to preserve the influence he had 
acquired rather than to take Lenin’s place. He was aw'are 
that the party saw' in him only the supreme technician and 

* The Prophet Armed^ pp. 423 -6. 

* See Fotieva, T.z Vospnminami 0 Lenine in Voprosjy Isttmi KPSS, Nr. 4, 1957. 
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manipulator of its machine, but not a policy-maker and an 
expounder of Marxism such as it would crxpect Lignin’s succes¬ 
sor to be. No doubt Stalin’s ambition was stung by this lack of 
appreciation, but liis caution induced him to make allowance 
for it. 

Next to Lenin and Trotsky, Zinoviev was by far the most 
j)opular member of* the Politbureau. He w'as President of the 
Communist International; and in these years, w^hen the Rus¬ 
sian party had not yet come to use the International as a mere 
tool, but considered itself to be under its moral authority, the 
Presidency of the International w-as the most exalted position for 
any Bolshevik to occupy. Zinoviev wtis also the head of the 
Northern Commune, the Soviet of Petrograd. He was an agitator 
and speaker of tremendous power; and he w^as almost constantly 
before the party’s eyes as one of the revolution’s giants, an em¬ 
bodiment of Bolshevik virtue, indomitable and implacable. This 
poi)ular image of his personality did not correspond to his real 
character, which was complex and shaky. His temper alternated 
betw'een bursts of feverish energy and bouts of apathy, between 
flights of confidence and spells of dejection. He was usually 
attracted by bold ideas and policies which it needed the utmost 
courage and steadfastness to pursue. Yet his will was weak, 
vacillating, and even cowardly.* He was superb at picking 
Lenin’s brain and acting as Lenin’s loud and stormy mouth¬ 
piece; but he had no strong mind of his own. He w as capable of 
the lofti(*st sentiments. In his best moments, in his idealistic 
vein, he impressed his listeners with such force that in a single 
speech lasting three hours and made in a foreign language, 
arguing against the most brilliant and authoritative men of 
European socialism, he persuaded a divided and hesitant con¬ 
gress of the (Jerman Independent Socialist party to join the 
Clommunist International.- His grip on the imagination of 

* In a Irttrr lo Ivan Smiriuiv (written at Ahna Ata in ii)a8) Trotsky relates this 
‘short talk’ he Iiad had with Lciiiii soon after the October Revolution: ‘I told 
Lenin: “Who surprises nit* is Zinoviev. As to Kamenev. I have known him close 
enough to see where in him the revolutionary ends and the opportunist begins. 
But I did not know Zinoviev personally [before 1917J; and from accounts of him 
and ap]3(*arances I imagined that this was the man wlio would stop at nothing 
and be afraid of nothing.'’ To this Vladimir Ilyich rejdied: “If he is not afraid, it 
only means that there is nothing to be afraid ol . . The Archives. 

* See ProtokoU iiber die Verhandlunf^en des Ausserordentlichen Parteitags zu Halle, and 
Zinuvi<*v, Z^'olf Tage in Deutschland. 
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Russian crowds is described by eye-witnesses as ‘demonic’.* Yet 
from the loftiest sentiments he could stoop at one(‘ to the 
meanest tricks and the dc'inagogue’s cheapest jokes. In the 
course of the many years w^hich he had spent by Lenin’s side in 
Western Europe, his quick mind had absorbed a eonsid(*rable 
mass of'knowledge' about the world; yet it remained unrefinc'd 
and unpolished. His tem])er was warm and afleclionate; yet it 
w-as also savage and brutal. Genuinely attached to the princiide 
of iniernalionalism and a man of'world outlook’, he w as at the 
same timi' a parochial politician inclined to setth' the greatest 
issues by horse trading and petty mana'iivre. He had risc'ii to 
an undreamt-of height; and, devoun'd by ambition, he strove* to 
rise even higher; but he laboured und(*r inner unct'rtainiy and 
doubt in himself. 

It was Zinoviev’s great pride that he had been Lenin’s closc'st 
disciple in the ten years between 1907 and 1917, the years ol‘ 
reaction, isolation, and despair, when they w (*re both struggling 
to keep the party in being and to prej)are it I'or the great day, 
and when, at the time ol‘ the Zimmerw ald and Ki('iitahl con¬ 
ference's, together they launched on tin* world the idea ol' the 
Third International. But it w as Zinoviev’s great shame, or so he 
himself and his comrades tlK)ught, that he had failed at his test 
in October 1917, when he opposed tin* insurrection and Lenin 
branded him as ‘slrike-breakt'r ol’the revoliitif>ir. Between this 
shame and that pride his whole political life w as torn. He did his 
best to get over the memories of 1917; and lie was helpid in this 
by Lenin, who e\ ('n in his will begged the party not to remind 
Zinoviev and Kamenev of their ‘historic error'. By 1923 most 
party members had almost forgotten the grave incident or were 
not inclined to delve into the past. The Old Guard jm'l’erred to 
let bygones be bygones, if only because* tin* ch avagi- on the ( ve 
of the October Revolution had run right across it and many of 
its members were then on Zinoviev’s side. All the more did the 
historians and the legend-mongers of the Old Guard turn the 
limelights on the earlier period, the one in wdiich Zinoviev’s 
great pride resided. If any man could in I-enin’s alisenei* speak 
for the Old Guard then it was surely Zinoviev. 

It was unthinkable that he should now accept Trotsky’s 

' 'Fhis is tiow Hrinrich Brandlcr anti AngrJica BalabanofT, ollitis, 

have described it. 
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lcacl(Tship. Not only was his memory crowded with the many 
incidernts ol the ir pre-revolutionary feud when, encouraged by 
I^enin, he luid often vehemently inveighed against I’rotsky.^ 
Not only had his great shame been connected w^ith the event on 
which rested l’rotsky\s clii<*f title* to glory, the October insurrec¬ 
tion. E\'er since* 1917 he IukI been opposed to 'IVotsky at almost 
eveiy crucial turn (»f bolshevik j)olicy. Ih* was lh(* most extreme 
aclvocalt* ol tlu* pc'ace of Brest Ijtovsk; and he vaguely^ en- 
courag(*d the military oj)position to Trotsky during the civil 
war. In the s])iing of 1919 'J rotsky arrived at Petrograd to 
organize its defences against Vud(*nicirs offensive after Zino¬ 
viev, till* city's oflicial leader, had throw n up his hands in panic. 
During tlu* Kronstadt rising Trotsky blamed Zinoviev for hav¬ 
ing needlessly provoked it. On the otlui* hand, Zinoviev was 
one of Trotsky's most vocal critics in the debate over militariza¬ 
tion of labour and trade unions.- Later, at the Politbureau, he 
cast his \-ote against I'rotsky over economic policy and Gosplan 
only to find himself defeated when Lenin 'went over’ to Trotsky. 
Even at the Executive ol'the International he was again defeated 
by 'IVotsky wlu*n the latter, togetluT with Lenin, forced through 
the policy of the United Front. No wonder his attitude towards 
'IVotsky was one of sneaking admiration mingled w^ith envy 
and that sense*, of inferiority which 'IVotsky induced in so many 
members of the Old Guard. 

Zino\i('v'.s altitude was as a rule shared by Kamenev. The 
])olitical partnership of' thesi* two men was so close that the 
Bolsh(*viks r(*garded thi'in as their Castor and Pollux. Para¬ 
doxically, lunvever, it was not the likeness but the contrast of 
their minds and lemperam(*nts that made of them political 
twins. Kamene\', although he headed the party organization of 
Moscow' City, was far less popular than Zinoviev but far more 
resjx'cted in the inner circle of the leaders. Lc'ss self-confident 
on the j)ublic plallbrm, not given to oratorical flourishes and 
heroic postures, he possessed a stronge r and more cultivated 
intellect and a steadier character; but he lacked Zinoviev’s 
fervour and imagination. He was a man of id('as rather than 
slogans. Unlike Zinoviev, he was as a rule attracted by moderate 
ideas and policies; but the strength olTiis Marxist convictions 

* Zinovie v. SorhimiVih vols. i, ii, and v; and 6V<r« Jen Strom, 

* I'he Prophet Armed^ t ha]ncrs x- xiii. 
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inhibited him in his moderation—his theoretical thinking was at 
loggerheads with his political inclination. His conciliatory charac¬ 
ter suited him well for the part of the negotiator; and in the early 
days Lenin often used him as the party’s chief representative in 
contacts with other parties, especially when Lenin was anxious 
for agreement. (In inner-party controversy, too, Kamenev acted 
as the edge-bluntcr and the seeker for common ground between 
opposed viewpoints.) But his moderation rej^catedly brought 
him into conflict with Lenin. During the ‘treason’ trial ol thc 
Bolshevik deputies to the Duma, early in the First World War, 
Kamenev declared from the dock that he was no adherent of 
Lenin’s ‘revolutionary defeatism’; in March and April 1917, 
before Lenin’s return to Russia, he steered the party towards 
conciliation with the Mensheviks; and in October he was an 
opponent of the insurrection. Yet it was not courage! that he 
lacked. Nor was he a mere trimmer. Cool and reserved, free 
from excessive vanity and ambition, he hid behind his phleg¬ 
matic appearance an infinite loyalty to the party. His character 
showed itself on the very day of the October Revolution: having 
publicly opposed the insurrection, he app(*ared at the insur¬ 
gents’ headquarters right at the very beginning, put himself at 
their disposal and wholeheartedly co-opt‘i ated with them, thus 
assuming responsibility for the policy he had opposed and 
courting all the political and personal risks involved.* 

What attracted him so strongly to Zinoviev was probably the 
very contrast of their characters. In each of them impulses were 
active which should have driven them wide apart; but in each 
strong inhibitions were also at work which kept their conflicting 
impulses in check, with the result that the two men usually met 
half-way between the opposed extremes towards which they 
gravitated. 

Kamenev felt none of Zinoviev’s and Stalin’s intense hostility 
towards Trotsky, his former brother-in-law; and he might have 
put up witli his leadership more easily than they. It was from 
.sheer devotion to the Old Guard and friendship to Zinoviev 
that he turned against Trotsky. Whatever his private inclina¬ 
tions and tastes, he was extremely sensitive to the mood which 
prevailed among the Old Bolsheviks and by it he was swayed. 
When that mood went against Trotsky, Kamenev, full of mis- 

* Protokoly Tsentralnovo Komiteta, pp. 141-3; The Propftet Armed^ p. 307. 
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givings and heartbroken, went with it. He did not and could 
not hope to gain anything for himself by joining the triumvirate: 
he had no ambition to become Lenin’s successor. But he sup¬ 
ported and encouraged the restless ambition of his political 
twin, in part because he was convinced that it was harmless, 
that Zinoviev could not take Lenin’s place anyhow, and that 
llie triumvirs would in fact rule the party collectively; and 
partly, because in his moderation Kamenev was genuinely 
afraid of'rrotsky’s dominant and imperious personality and of 
his risky ideas and policies. 

Zinoviev, Stalin, and Kamenev, however they differed in 
their characters and motives, were flesh and blood of the Old 
Guard; and between them they seemed to embody every aspect 
of the party’s life and tradition. In Zinoviev were found the elan 
and the poj)ular appeal of Bolshevism; in Kamenev its more 
serious doctrinal aspirations and its sophistication; and in Stalin 
the self-assurance and the practical sense of its solid and battle- 
hardened caucus. When they joined hands to debar 1 rotsky 
from the leadership they expressed a distrust and instinctive 
aversion i'elt by many members of the Old Guard. As yet they 
had no intention ol’ eliminating him from the party, or even 
from its leading bodies. They acknowledged his merits. They 
wished him to occupy a prominent place in the Politbureau. 
But they did not consider him worthy of occupying Lenin’s 
place; and they were horrified at the thought that, if nothing 
was undertaken against him, he might do so. 

The triumvirs pledged themselves to concert their moves and 
act in unison.* In doing so they automatically swayed the 
Politbureau. In Lenin’s absence the Politbureau consisted of 
only six members: the triumvirs, Trotsky, Tomsky, and Buk¬ 
harin. Even if Trotsky had won over Tomsky and Bukharin, the 
vote w'ould still have been divided equally. But as long as he, 
Bukharin, and Tomsky, formed no faction and voted each in 
his own way, it was enough that one of them should vote with 
the triumvirs, or abstain, to give them a majority. The trium¬ 
virs knew beforehand that Tomsky would not make common 
cause with Trotsky. An upright worker, a veteran Bolshevik, 

* Stalin made the first public admission of the existence of the triumvirate at the 
twelfth congress in Ai)ril See his Stwhinenya^ vol. v, p. 227* ^nd also my SUtlin, 
pp. 257-8. 
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and a trade-union leader in the first instance, Tonisky was 
the most modest member of the Politbiireau. He was eager to 
defend, within limits and with caution, the demands and wage 
claims of the workers; and so in 1920 he was the first to oppose 
Trotsky over the militarization ol labour and to raise a storm 
when Trotsky threatened to ‘shake up' the trade unions, 'rrot- 
sky criticized him harshly as an old-fashioned tyY)c ol’ the 
trade unionist who from pre-revolutionary habit encouiaged 
the ‘consumptionist’ attitude in the workers and showed no 
understanding for the ‘productionist' outlook ol' the socialist 
state. For some time Tomsky led the trade unions in virtual 
revolt against the party. He was deposed from tlu'ir Clenlral 
Council and sent "on an assignment’, which was a bart'h veiled 
form ol'exile, to Turkestan. Alter the j)romulgati()n oi'N.E.P. 
he returned to the Kremlin and was ])roinoied to nu inbership 
of the Politbiireau. But the wound inllieit‘d on him rankled; 
and his attitude reflected the hostility towards 'I'rotsky, the 
militarizer of labour, which many Bolshe\‘ik tradi' unionists had 
felt since 1920. 

Bukharin was the only member of the Politbiireau who was 
still friendly towards 'J'rotsky. In his early thirties, yet an ‘old' 
Bolshevik, he was the party’s leading theoi ist, brilliant and pro¬ 
foundly educated. Lenin criticized his inclination to scholasti¬ 
cism and the doctrinaire angularity of his ideas. I’hese ideas, 
however, exercised a strong influence even on Lenin who often 
adopted them and gave them a more realistic and supple ex¬ 
pression.* Bukharin’s was indeed an angular mind, fascinated 
more by the logical neatness of' abstract propositions than by 
confused and confusing realities. Yet angularity of intellect was 
combined in him with an artistic sensitivity and impulsiveness, 
a delicacy of character, and a gay, at tim(*s almost schoolboyish, 
sense of humour. His rigidly deductive logic and his striving lor 
abstraction and symmetry induced him to take up extreme 
positions: for years he had been the leader of the ‘h it Com¬ 
munists’—and by a process of radical reversal he was to become 
the leader of the party’s right wing. 

Bukharin had been in conflict with 'I'rotsky as often as in 
agreement. During the Brest Litovsk crisis he led the war party 

* Bukharin's intrlirrtual irlationship with Lniin will he discusst'd in iny Life 
of Lenin. 
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and opposed the \slianieIUl peace’. During the civil W'ar he was 
in sympathy with those who opposed the discipline and the 
centralislic organization which Trotsky gave to th(‘ Red Army. 
Then in the debate over trade unions he drew close to Trotsky. 
Like Trotsky, and ev(*n more passionately, he defended the 
rights ol‘ the non-Russian nationaliti(*s and stood up for the 
Cieotgian ‘devialionists’. Hut whether he saw eye to eye with 
'I’rotsky or not, he was attracted to him by a strong alfection 
and was spe llbound by his ])crsonality.' Trotsky describes how 
in 1922, wlit'H he himself was laid up with a minor illness, 
Bukharin visited him and told him about Lenin’s first stroke of 
paralysis. 

At that lime Biikhariji was attached to me in his characteristic 
manner, hall-hyNterically, lialf-chiklishly. He finished his account of 
Lenin's illness and dn»[)])ed down on my bed and muttered, as he 
gripped me through the blanket: ‘Don't you fall ill too, 1 implore 
you, dtjn'l;. . . . 'fliere are two men (if whose d(*alh I always think 
with horror, Lenin and you.’ 

Another lime he s()l)bed on 'Trotsky's shoulder; ‘What are they 
doing with the party, they arc turning it into a gutter.’- But 
with only this one friend in th(‘ Politbureaii, Trotsky could not 
do much: Bukharin’s sobs and sighs were of little assistance to 
him when In* was confronted by the triumvirs. 

Apart from these full members of the Politbureaii, there were 
two alternate members: Rykov, chief of the Supreme Council 
of National Economy, and Kalinin, nominal Hi‘ad of the State. 
Roth were ‘moderate’ Bolsheviks. Both were of peasant origin 
and both retained miieh ofthe muzhik's character and outlook. In 
both, recepiiv(‘iu‘ss to the moods ofrural Russia, to the peasantry’s 
hopes and fears, and also to some of its prejudices was stronger 
than in j^erhaps any other leader. Both embodied the element 
of nativeness in the party- -‘genuine Russianness’—and all that 
it implied: a distinct anti-intellectual bias, a distrust of the 
European element, a pride in social roots, and a certain stolidity 
of outlook. All this ])redisposed them against Trotsky. The 
peasantry, we know, cherished the regained Irecdom of private 
property and trade and wa.s afraid of nothing more than of a 

* *TnHsky, ihr brilliani aiul heroic tribiine of llic October insurrection, the 
tireless and fiery preat’lu'r ot revolution . . wrote Bukharin in his account ol 
the events of 1917. * Trotsky, Mov.i vol. ii, p. 
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relapse into war conimunisni. Of that fear Rykov and Kalinin 
were the mouthpiece's within the parly. More than anyone else 
they sensed a danger of such a relapse in Trotsky’s ideas on 
planning. AVhen Trotsky spoke of the lark of any guiding idea 
in the Supreme Council ol* th(‘ National Economy and of its 
inclination towards a Sov'ict variety of laissez faire he had 
Rykov in mind. Rykov, for his part, saw in Trotsky’s scheme 
for a new Gos])lan an encroachment upon his own prerogatives 
and more than that an encroachment upon th(' basic prin¬ 
ciple of N.E.P. He was now the first to level against Trotsky the 
charge of hostilitity towards the peasant, the charge which was 
to resound through all the campaigns against 'I rotsky in com¬ 
ing years.^ 

Kalinin, on the contrary, had a deep respect for IVotsky and 
a friendly ieeling, which he was to cxprt'ss even at the height of 
the drive against Trotskyism. The circuinstanee that in 1919 it 
was Trotsky who sponsorc'd Kalinin’s candidature' for the office 
of Head of State, because of Kalinin’s exceptional appeal to 
the peasants, had perhaps something to do with this.- Yet, when 
Rykov b('gan to speak offiroisky’s hostility towards the peasantry, 
Kalinin was undoubtedly impressed. He had no strong views 
about Trotsky’s proposals for policy, of which, in any case, he 
understood little; but he concluded, without rancour, that 
nothing could be safer and sounder than to keep in check 
Trotsky’s influence, an influence which might endanger the 
‘alliance between workers and peasants’, 

7 \vo other men, Dzerzhinsky and Molotov, wen' at this time 
closely associated with the Politbureau, although they were not 
members. Dzerzhinsky, chief of Cheka and G.P.U., was the only 
one in this group of h-aders who did not belong to the Old 
Guard. He had come from thc^ Social Democratic party of the 
Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania, th(! party founded by Rosa 
Luxemburg; and he had adhered to the Bolsheviks only in 
1917, about the same lime as Trotsky. His original party had, 
uruhT Rosa Luxemburg’s inspiration, adopted towards the 
Bolsheviks an attitude indistinguishable from Trotsky’s: it was 
usually critical of both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks; and it was 
the only party in the Socialist International to agree with 

* ly Konferentsya RfCP, pp. G-7; 5 Vferossiiski Syezti Soietoi ,, pp. 100 2. 

* Trotsky, Sochinmya, voj, xvii, Iwwk 2, j>. 542. 
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Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution. Dzerzhinsky, even 
after he had joined the Bolsheviks, remained opposed to Lenin 
over the self-determination of the non-Russian nationalities; 
and, again following Luxemburg, he argued that socialism 
should overcome, not encourage, separatist tendencies among 
the small nations. Paradoxically, this internationalist reasoning 
led him, tlu' Poh* of noble origin, to back Stalin’s ultra-centralistic 
policy and to act vis-d-vis the Georgians as a spokesman of the 
jK'w ‘indivisible*’ Russia. 

Dzerzhinsky^s \ievvs, liowever, had not hitherto counted for 
much within the party. Important as the revolution’s chief 
security officer, he was not a political leader. \\'hen the Bol- 
sh(*viks decided to set up the Extraordinary Commission for the 
Struggle against Counter-r(*volution, as their political police 
were first called, tli(*y Iook(‘d for a man with absolutely clean 
hands to do the ‘dirty work'; and they found such a man in 
Dzerzhinsky. H(* was incorruptible, selfl(‘ss, and intrepid—a 
soul of d(‘ei) ])oetic sensibility, constantly stirred to compassion 
for the weak and the suffering.* At the same, time his devotion 
to his cause was so intensi* that it made liim a fanatic who W’ould 
shrink from no act c^f terror as long as Ik* was convinced that it 
was nec(‘ssary for tin* cause. Living in pcrmaru'nt tension be¬ 
tween his lofty id(’alism and the butchery which was his daily 
job, high-strung, his life force burningitselfoul like a flame, he was 
n'garded l)y his comrades as the strange* ‘saint of the revolution’ 
of the Savonarola bree'd. It was his misfortune that his incor¬ 
ruptible* cliaractc’r was not allied to a strong and discriminating 
mind. His need was to se ne the cause: and he came to identify 
the cause with tin* party of his adoption and then to identify 
that party with its leaders, with Lenin and Trotsky until lately, 
and now with the trium\'irs b(*hind whom he saw the Old 
Guard. Not bt'ing himself one of the Old Guard, he was all the 
more eager to promote its interest; and so he became more 
Bolshevik than the old Bolsheviks themselves just as he w-as, 
according to Lenin, more Great Russian than the Russians 
themselves. 

For sheer lack of colour Molotov forms a striking contrast 
to Dzerzhinsky. In his late twenties, he already occupied a high 

* Dzerzhinsky’s private rorirsiumdcno', Tnihlisliod in Pola Walki and other 
Polish pcTiodicals, gives a good insight into his cliaraclcr. 
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position in the hierarchy: he had bce'n secretary to the Central 
Committee before Stalin became General Secretary, and then 
he sened under Stalin as his chief aide. Even at this stage 
his narrowness and slow-niindcdni\ss were already bywords in 
Bolshevik circles; he appeared to be devoid of any political 
talent and incapable of any initiativ(‘. He usually spoke at party 
conferences as rapporteur on a second- or third-rate point; and 
his speech was always as dull as dishwat(*r. descendant of an 
inlelh'Ctual family, a ridative of Scriabin, the great musician, he 
seemed the very opposite of the intellectual—a man without 
ideas of his own. He could not have beiTi alrogetlu r without his 
spark - the spark had shown itself in 1917—but it was now (juite 
extinguished. 

Molotov was the almost perfect example ol'the nwolutionary 
turned oflicial; and he owed his promotion to the completeness 
of this conversion. He possesst'd a few* peculiar \*irtu(*s w’hich 
helped him along: inlinite patience, imp(T’turbabl(‘ endurance, 
meekness towards supt'riors, and a tireless, almost mechanical 
industry which in the eyes of his superiors compensated for his 
mediocrity and incomp(‘tenc(‘. Wry early lit* attached himself 
like a shadow to Stalin; and very early, too, lie cone(*ived an 
intense dislik(', mingled with fear, of Trotsky. 'Hie story is told 
that Trotsky once appeared at the Secretariat, dissatisfied with 
something that had been done tluTc, and all l)ut pointing at 
Molotov taunted the dull-witted bureaucrats of the Secretariat. 
‘Comrade Trotsky', Molotov stammered out, ‘Comrade 'JVot- 
sky, nrjt everyone can be a genius/' 


Thus even before the beginning of the struggle for the suc¬ 
cession '1 rotsky stood almost alone in the Politbureau. He had 
the first inkling of a concerted action against him in the early 
weeks of 1923—a full year before liCnin’s death when at 
sessions of the Politbureau h(‘ found himself attacked by Stalin 
with quite unwonted ferocity and venom.^ Stalin assailed Jiim 
for his persistence in declining to be vice-Premier. I le questioned 
Trotsky’s motives and insinuated that Trotsky refused to re¬ 
spond to the call of duty because in his craving for power he 
would not content himself with being one of Lenin’s deputies. 

* Bajarjov, Avec Slaline dans le Kremlin, p. 139. ^ The Trotsky Archim, 
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Then he heaped on Trotsky accusations of pessimism, bad faith, 
and even of defeatism, all on the flimsiest of grounds. Thus, to 
show up Trotsky's ‘dc^featism' he made much play of a remark 
Trotsky had once made to Lenin in private, saying that the 
‘cuckoo would soon sound the death knell for the Soviet Re¬ 
public'.* 

Stalin had several ]jurposes in mind. He still reckoned with 
the jK)Ssibility of I.enin's return to office; and so he look up the 
issue of’the appointment Lenin had proposed hoping that he 
might drive this wedge between Ia*nin and Trotsky. He knew 
that nothing could embarrass 'frotsky more than the insinua¬ 
tion that he craved to inherit Lenin’s position. The calculation 
was shrewd. Trotsky was ioucIk cI to the* quick. had sounder 
reasons than Stalin had to hope for Lenin's return, which 
would bring into action their ‘bloc’. Even apart from this, he 
was so confident of his own position in the party and the 
country and of his superiority to his adversaries, that he had no 
inclination to fight for the succession. He. did not try to recruit 
partners and associates; and it did not even occur to him to 
manrruvre for position, ^'ct Stalin’s charges and insinuations 
were such that it was as absurd for 'frotsky to refute them as it 
was dangerous to ignon* them. Their ('fleet was to drag him 
down and to ('xtract iVoni him those denials and excuses of 
which it is said qui s\'xcuse s\iccuse. Once a man in a position 
comj)arable to 'frotsky's is charged with craving for power, no 
denial on his part can dispel the suspicion aroused, unless he 
resigns all office on tlu.' spot, goes out into the wilderness, and 
C('ases even to voice his views. This Trotsky was, of course, not 
})repared to do. 'finK' and again he had explained that he could 
not see what useful role he could perform as one of the vice- 
Premiers whose functions overlapped; and that the division of 
labour in the government was foulty because ‘every Commissar 
was doing too many jobs and evt'ry job was done by too many 
Commissars'. He nenv added that as vice-Premier he would have 
no machinery through which to work and no real influence. 
‘My a])pointment to such a work would, in my view, eflace me 
politically.’ He denied the imputation of pessimism and de¬ 
featism : he had indeed made the remark about the ‘cuckoo 
sounding the death knell for the Soviet Republic’ when he tried 

' In SlavDiiic folk-lore the cuckoo is a bird of omen. 
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to impress on Lenin the ruinous effects of economic waste and 
red tape; but his purpose—w^as there any need to say it?- - 
was to remedy those ills, not to sow panic.* To such irrelevancies 
had the bickering in the Politburcau sunk; and it dragged on 
for weeks during which Trotsky, wailing for Lenin's return, 
held his fire. 

He liad some reason for wailing. The medical rej)orts on 
Lenin's health were encouraging. Even from his sick-bed Lenin 
dealt blow after blow at Stalin with a relentless resolve which 
surprised 'I’roisky. It was only prope r, Trotsky ludd, that he 
should leave to Lenin the initiative in this matter. At the begin¬ 
ning of February I.enin produced inter alia a severe criticism of 
Rabkrin and communicated it to the Politburcau. Although 
Stalin had already withdrawn from Rabkrin, Lenin's attack 
affected him personally, because Lenin left no doubt that he 
considered the Commissariat to have been an utter failure 
during Stalin’s tenure of office. He spoke of the \ices of the 
Commissariat in almost the same terms that Trotsky had used: 
‘lack of culture’, *muddle\ ‘bureaucratic misrule and wanton¬ 
ness’, &c.; and he inserted barbed remarks against ‘bureaucracy 
in the party as well’. He concluded witli proposals f()r an over¬ 
haul of Rabkrin, a reduction of its staff, and for the setting up of 
a Central Control Commission, which was to take over many of 
Rabkrin’s functions. For several weeks Trotsky demanded that 
Lenin’s criticism be published, but the Politburcau refused.- 

At the same time Trotsky submitted a scheme' for a radical 
reorganization of the Central Committee and of its various 
agencies; and he supported this by a critical survey of the 
party’s condition. The Central Committee, he said with em¬ 
phasis, had lost touch with the lower ranks and had become 
transformed into a s(df-sufficient bureaucratic machine. This 
was the issue over which the controversy was to burst into the 
open next autumn; but already in January and February 
Trotsky posed it before the Politburcau with even greater 
bluntness than that which he was to allow himself in the public 
debate later. In some details, such as the size of the Central 

* See the papers of January 1923 in The Archives. 

* Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xxxiii, pp. 440 IF. Trotsky's letter to all members of the 
fJcntral Committtre of 23 February 1923 in The Ardiives. (See also Ff)tieva's 
jTiemoirs in Voprosy Islorii KPSS, 4, 1957.) 
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Committee and its relationship with the Central Control Com¬ 
mission, his seh<'rne differed from Lenin’s. The triumvirs made 
the. most of these differences, saying that Trotsky not only 
snubbed Lenin by refusing to become his deputy but also tried 
to divert the party from Le nin’s ideas of organization. At this 
stage the upper ranks ol'the hierarchy were becoming initiated 
into the Politbureau di.spute; and nothing could do more to 
damage Trotsky’s position in their eyes as Lenin’s presumed 
successor than a whispering campaign in which he w^as depicted 
as resisting Lenin on almost (‘very issue. The words of the 
triumvirs were calculated to feed such a campaign. Their 
charges wa re reconh d in ili(‘ Politbureau minutc^s and opemed 
for inspcTtion to members of the Central Committee w^ho were 
not slow in divulging iluar strrets to friends and subordinates. 

I’he campaign had been afoot for some time already when 
lYolsky first reacted to it. On 23 fVbruary 1923 he addressed a 
letter to the* Central Committee in which he said: ‘Some mem¬ 
bers . . . have (‘xpressed the opinion that Comrade Lenin’s 
scheme aims at preser\ing the party’s unity wliile the purpose 
of my prcjj(‘ct is to create a split.' This insinuation was concocted 
and canvassed by a clic|U(‘ which in fact concealed Lenin’s 
writings from party members. He disclosi'd w’hat had happened 
at the Politbun'au: ‘While the majority . . . held it impossible 
even to publish Lenin's letter, I . . . not only insisted on pub¬ 
lication, but defended the essential ideas of the letter, or, to 
pul it more acciiraK’ly, those of its ideas which setmu^d essential 
to me.’ ‘I rcsc'i’ve', he conchided, ‘the right to expose these facts 
before the entin' parly, should this become necessary, in order 
to refute an insinuation [the authors of which] have enjoyed 
all too great an impunitv bc'cause I have almost never reacted to 
insinuation.’* The occasion for the ‘exposure’ w^as to be the 
twelfth party congress convened for April. The threat was 
characteristic ol Trotsky: he felt that he was by the unwritten 
code of inner party loyalty bound to give his antagonists due 
notice of any move against them wdiich he might contemplate. 
He thereby deprived himself of the advantage of surprise and 
gave them tiiiu' to parry the blow—this was the exact opposite 
of Stalin’s tactics. Tiotsky did not even intend to carry out his 
threat, how'cver. His aim was merely to curb Stalin and to gain 

^ The Archives, 
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time whilp waiting lor Lenin’s recovery. He obtained one im¬ 
mediate result: on 4 March Pravda at last published Lenin’s 
attack on Rabkrin. 

On 5 March, while he, too, was confined to bed with illn(*ss, 
Trotsky rec(‘ived from Lenin a message of the utmost importance 
and urgency.^ Lenin begged him to sp(‘ak out in deleiiee of the 
Georgian ‘deviationists' at the forthcoming session oi the Central 
Committee. This was Trotsky's lirst contact with Lenin since 
their talk about the 'bloc' in necember, and the first intimation 
he had of Lenin's chang(‘d attitude in the Georgian affair, ‘At 
present’, Lenin wrote, 'tlieir case |i.e. the case of tin' “devia- 
tionists”] is undt'r pmecuiiotr by Stalin and Dzerzhinsky, and 
1 cannot rely on Stalin's and Dzerzhinsky's impartiality. Quite 
th(' contrary. If you would agret' to undertake th(‘ defence, my 
mind would b(* at rest.’ Lenin attached a coj)}' of his notes on 
Stalin's policy towards tin' nationalities Avliicli are summarized 
in the previous chapt(‘r.. Thest' notes for the lirst tinn* gave 
Trotsky a full idea of the relentlessness with which Lenin in¬ 
tended to pH'ss home tin; attack by comparison Lenin’s criti¬ 
cism of Rabkrin setaru'd mild. Lenin's secretaries added that 
Lenin had prepared, to use his own word, a ‘boinbsh(‘ir against 
Stalin to be exploded at tin* congress. Moreo\er, in a last 
moment of an exhausting ti'iision of mind and will hc' urged 
Trotsky to show no wi'akncss or vacillation, to trust no ‘rotten 
compromise’ Stalin might propj)se, and, last but not least, to 
give Stalin and his associates no warning of the attack. The 
next day he himself sent a message to the Georgian ‘devia- 
tionists’, convc'ying his warm sympathy and promising to speak 
up. About the same time 'I'rotsky learned from Karnc'iiev that 
Lenin had written a letter to Stalin threatening to ‘break off all 
personal relations’.-^ Stalin had behaved in an offrnsiv(‘ manm'r 
towards Krupskaya when she was collecting information ff)r 
Lenin on the Georgian affair; and when Lenin learned about 
this, he could hardly contain his indignatir)n. He derided, 
Krupskaya told Kamenev, ‘to crush Stalin politically’. 

What a moment of moral satisfaction and triumph this was 

' Moya vol. ii, pp. 220-1; The Stalin School n/ Falsification, pp. Gp 70. 

“ This leU#T was read out by Klirushrhev at tho twentieth congress and is 
included in the text of his speech published in the U.S.A. and fireat Hritain, but 
nf.»t in vol. xxxvi of l.enin’s Soehinenya -nor in h’omtnmist. No. p, Folieva only 
hints at the existence of this I«;tter. 
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for 1 Volsky. As on so many previous ocxasions Lenin at last 
acknowledged that 'Trotsky had been right all along. As so 
often before, TiT)lsk\’s bf)ld Ihresight had condemned him for a 
time to political solitude and had causc^d diss(;nsion between 
him and Lenin; and just as events had vindicated him and led 
Lenin to conclusions identical with his, first over Gosplari, then 
ov(‘r Rabkrin and ‘])arty bureaucracy', so now they vindicated 
him over Chorgia. 'IVotsky was confident that the triumvirate; 
was ruined and Stalin beaten. He was the victor and could 
dictat(‘ his t(Tnis. His adv(Tsarics thought likewise. AVhen on 
their behalf'Kam(‘nt:v canu; to s(;(; Trotsky on 6 March, he wiis 
crestfallen, ready lor chastisement, and anxious to mollify 
'iVotsky.* 

Not much mollifying was needed. Trotsky's revenge was to 
display magnanimity and forgiveness. Forgetting Lenin’s w'arn- 
ing, he jumjied at a ‘rotten compromise'. Lenin intended to 
demote Stalin and Dzt'rzhinsky and even to expel from the 
party ‘lor at Uxist two years’ Ordjonikidze (once his favourite 
disciple) because^ of* lh(‘ latt(‘rV brutal behaviour at Tiflis. 
'I'rotsky at once reassur'd Kameiu'v that he himself would pro¬ 
pose no such severe reprisals. T am’, he said, ‘against removing 
Stalin and against expelling Ordjonikidze and displacing Dzer¬ 
zhinsky . . . but I do agree with Lenin in substance.’^ All he 
ask(‘d ol‘ Stalin was that he should mend his ways: let him 
behave loyally towards his colleagues; let him apologize to 
Krupskaya; and let him stoj) bullying the Georgians. Stalin 
had just prepan'd ‘tlu'ses’, to be submitted to the party con¬ 
gress, on policy towards the non-Russian nationalities—he was 
to address the congress on this point as the Central Committee’s 
rapfwrtrur. Anxious to justify his own behaviour, he had placed 
strong emphasis on tiie condemnation of "local nationalisms’, 
Trotsky proposed that .Stalin should reword his resolution, 
insert a denunciation of Gn'at Russian chauvinism and of Rus¬ 
sia ‘one and indivisible', and give the Georgians and LTkrainians 
a firm assurance that henceforth their rights would be respected. 
This was all he demanded of Stalin—no breast-beating and no 
personal apologies. On these terms he was prepared to let 
Stalin continue as (Jeneral Secretary. 

On these terms Stalin was, of course, ready to surrender or at 

' 'rmtsky, sMoya vol. ii, pp. ^!a 3 - 4 * * 
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least to Icign surrender. To find himself threatened witli political 
ruin, to feel Lenin’s anger bursting over his head, and at this very 
moment to see 'JVotsky stretching out to him a forgiving hand 
was a quirk of fortune for which he could not but be grateful. 
He accept(‘d Trotsk\ "s terms at once. He rephrased his ‘theses’ 
and inserted all of Trotsky's amendments. As to the other ‘con¬ 
ditions’, ^vell, all the offence he had given and all the hurts he 
had caused had sju'ung, he said, from misunderstandings and h(‘ 
was only too anxious to clear these up. 

While Kamenev was still acting as go-between, L(*nin suc¬ 
cumbed to another stroke. He was to survive it by ten months, 
but paralysed, spt*echlcss most ol* tlic time, and suffering from 
spells of unconsciousness, the torment of which was all the 
greater because* in the intervals he was acutely and helplessly 
aware of the intrigue in the background. 7 ‘he news of Lenin’s 
relapst' at once reliex ed the triumvirs. A few days af K‘r they had 
m(*ekly submitted to 'Irotsky, they were onct* again working 
with redoubled energy but greater discretion to eliminate him 
from the succession. He still felt on lop. He did not al^andon the 
hope that Lenin would recover. In any case, lu* had in liis 
hands Lenin's messages and manuscripts; and if he were to 
come out with these at the congress, especially with the iK^es on 
the Georgian affair, the party would liavc not a shadow^ ol' 
doubt where Lenin stood. Surely, he concluded, the triumvirs 
must know this and, fearing exposure, they must adhere to the 
compromise. 

"J’he triumvirs knew that Trotsky liad promised Lenin to take 
up the case of the Georgian dcvialionists and to acquaint the 
congress with Lenin's views. (Kamcmev had already read the 
notes on Georgia.) Stalin’s chief preoccupation was now to 
prevail upon Trotsky not to act on this promise. Had he, Stalin, 
not done everything Trotsky demanded of him? He had, in¬ 
deed; and so Trotsky consented to submit Lenin’s notes to the 
Politburcau and to leave it to the Politbureau to decide whether 
or in w^hat form they should be communicated to the congress. 
The Politbureau resolved that the notes should in no case be 
published, and that only chosen delegates should be acquainted 
in strict confidence with their content. This was not how Lenin 
had expected Trotsky to behave when he urged him to remain 
adamant, to address the congress with complete bluntness, and 
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to allow no ])atching up of differences. But all these iirgings and 
warnings were lost on 'i’rolsky, who in his magnanimous mood 
helped the triumvirs to conceal liom the world Lenin’s death¬ 
bed confession of shame and guilt at the revival of the Tsarist 
spirit in the Bolshevik state. Lenin’s notes on y)olicy towards the 
non-Russian nationalities wtTC to remain unknown to the party 
for thirty-three years.^ 

Hindsight makes Trotsky’s behaviour appear incredibly 
Ibolish. This was the moment when his adversaries were taking 
up positions; and every one of his ste ps was as if calculated to 
smooth their way. Years later he remarked wistfully that if he 
had spoken up at the twelfth eongre^ss, with lamin’s authority 
behind him, he would probably hav(^ defeated Stalin there and 
then, but that in the long run Stalin might still have won.^ 
"I'he truth is that Trotsky relrained from attacking Stalin because 
he 1 ‘elt secure. No contemporary, and he least of all, saw^ in the 
Stalin of 1923 tin* menacing and towering figure he was to 
become. It seemed to Trotsky almost a bad joke that Stalin, the 
will'ul and sly but shabby and inarticulate man in the back¬ 
ground, should be his rival. He was not going to be bothered 
about him, he was not going to stoop to him or even to Zino- 
vic'v; and, above* all, lie was not going to give the party the 
irnprt'ssion that he, too, participated in the undignified game 
played by Lenin's disciples over l.eniifs still cmjity coffin. 
'Trotsky’s conduct was as awkward and as preposterous as 
must b(' tin; behaviour r>f any character from high drama sud¬ 
denly involved in low farce. 

Of I'arce there was indeed no lack. When the Politbureau 
met on the (*ve of the congress, Stalin proposed that I’rotsky 
should address the congress as the Central Committee’s political 
rapporteur^ that is in the role hitherto ahvays reserved for Lenin. 
Trotsky refused saying that as General Secretary Stalin should 
be rapporteur ex officio. Stalin, all modesty and meekness, replied: 
‘No, the party WTiuld not understand it . . . the report must be 
made by the most popular member ol'the Central Committee.’^ 
The ‘most popular member’, who only a few* WT;eks earlier had 
been charged with craving for powTr, now' leaned over back- 
w'ards to show that the charge was baseless; and so he made it all 

* They were first published in homnumist in June ipjib. 

* Moya ^hizn, vol. ii, p. '-iiy. Frolsky, Stalin, p. 36G. 
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the easier tor the triumvirs to overthrow him. 'I'he Politbureau 
decided that Zinoviev should deliver the address the party had 
been accustomed to hear from Lenin. 

When the Iwellih congress at last assembled, in the middl(‘ of 
April, its opening provided an occasion I'or a sponlaru'ous dis¬ 
play of homage to JVotsky. As usual, the chairman read out th(! 
greetings to the congress which poured in from party cc'lls, 
trade unions, and groups of workers and students all over the 
country. In almost every message tributes were paid to Lenin 
and 'rrotsky. Only now and then did the greetings rcft‘r to 
Zino\'iev and Kamene\, and Staliifs name was hardly nuTi- 
tioiicd. The reading of the messages went on during several 
sessions; and it left no doubt whom, il tlie party had now' betai 
asked to choose, it would have chos('n as Lenin's successor^ 
The lrium\irs wen* surprised and annoxed; but th(‘y had 
littl(‘ to fear. Lenin was not there to exphule his ‘l)onibsheir; 
and Trotsky, having j)romist‘d not to explode it tather, honoured 
his promise. He did not give the congress exTii lh(‘ slightest hint 
of any disagreement between him and the triumvirs; and he 
kept himself well to tin* background. In the meantime the 
triumvirs acted behind the scenes. Their agents initialed dele¬ 
gates into the crisis in the leadership and tunu‘d against 'JVotsky 
even the homage just paid to him. They did their best to im¬ 
press upon prox'incial delegates the dangers which they alleged 
were inherent in Trotsky’s extraordinary popularity: had not 
Bonaparte, the \grave-digger’ of the French Revolution, risen 
to power on such acclaim? Could the imperious and ambitious 
Trotsky be trusted not to abuse his j)opularity? Was not, in 
Lenin’s absence, the ‘collective IcadcTship’ of smaller men, but 
men whom the party knt'W' and trusted, pnd'eralile to his pre¬ 
eminence? Such questions, uttered in worried w'hisi)ers, made 
many a delegate apprehensive. The Bolsheviks had bt‘en ac¬ 
customed to look back to the great IVerich prc'cedent and to 
think in historical analogies. Occasionally, they cast round for 
that unpredictable character among their leaders, the potential 
Dan ton or the would-be Bonaparte, who might spring a dangerous 
surprise upon their revolution. Among all the leadtus none 
seemed to have as much affinity with Danton as Trotsky; and 
none, it also seemed, would the mask of a Bonaparte fit as well 
* m Syedt liKV (/;), pp. 89, 488, 498, 502 3. 
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as him. In ihc eyes of many an old Bolshevik Trotsky’s pre¬ 
eminence was a liability; and on reflection it seemed, indeed, 
safer that the party should be run by a team of less brilliant but 
reliable comrad(*s.* 

'I’lie triumvirs behaved with studious iiiodesty. 7'Jiey declared 
that the only claim they had on the parly’s confidence was that 
th(‘y wen* Lenin’s loyal and tested disciples. It was at this 
congress that Zinoviev and Kamenev initiated the exalted 
glorification of J.enin which was later to become a state cull.^ 
No doubt th(‘ exaltation was in part sincaTc: this was the first 
Bolslie\'ik congrtss without Lenin; and the party already felt 
b(*reft. I he triunnirs played ujinn this mood, knowing that the 
glorification of Lenin would relhrt glory upon those whom the 
])arty had known as his oldest discipl(‘s. Yet they liad to work 
hard t<» convince the congress that they spoke wath Lenin’s 
voice. Delegates were uncas). 'riiey received Zinoviev with 
sidleii silence, when lu' canu* forward as rapporleur. His exag- 
gcratt'd and c*\ t’n lidiculous cxj)ressions of adoration of I^cnin 
disgusted th(‘ sophisti('ati‘d and the critically minded; but these 
W(‘re in a minority, and they did not })rotest lest they be mis¬ 
understood. 

The triumvirs followed this up by calls for discipline, unity, 
and unanimity. Win n the party was leaderlcss it would have to 
close its ranks. ‘INery criticism of the party line’, Zinoviev ex¬ 
claimed, ‘even a so-i ailed “left'’ criticism, is now' objectively a 

* A ciiiic oi iiiy SUtiifi. wlicn- I nu-iilioiiril iliis whisiK'ring campaign (p. 27:^), 
wrilcs: ‘Tliul li<- |’l r<»isky) was virwrcl by Some* comimmisls as a potcxilial Bona¬ 
parte is u discovrrv matl*’ «»iily quit<‘ ic-rcntly b> wrilcrs like Mr. Deiitsrhor. ... It 
was not appit-( iated at ibf lime/ (Ci. L. Arnold in 'Iwentieth CVw/wtT, July 1951.) 

11 is not ulwa\ s iliat a wi itci ran give t haptc r and vf'i-sc lor a ‘whispering campaign’; 
and in Stalin I r< fmed to ibis particular campaign on the basis oi'whal I had heard 
about it in Moscow, when the memory t»i it was still fairly fresh. In th** meantime 
.Alfred Ro.snier, wlio in 19^;? was in Moscow .is member of the Exc-culivi* of the 
C^omintern and was e\trem»'l\ wi'll inlbnn<*d .dx'iit mailers coneeriiing I rotsky s 
person, has published his memoirs: and this is whai he says: ‘But now |in I 9 '* 23 J 
a rumotir into whirti one ran evrrywherc* indicated a well-prepared niancriivre . ..: 
‘‘I’rotsky imagines liiinself a Bonaparte", or “ 1 rotsky wants to act a Bonaparte . 
^I’he rumour circulated in eveiy roriier ol the (‘oiiniry. Ckuiimunists arriving in 
Moscow* came to tc*ll me aliout it; they untlei'Slood that something w'as afoot against 
Trotsky and urged me: “You should warn him about it.’* ’ Rosmer, Moscou sous 
2 «3. Relerenees to this ‘whispi ring campaign' occur also in contempo¬ 
rary liieralure. In Eastman's Smr Lvnin Dud tlu're is a whole chapter alxmt it under 
the title ‘'The anti-Bonaparte IVaciion*. 

^ See Kamenev's and Zinoviev’s opening speeches in 12 Syezd RhP (h). 
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MiTishcvik criticism."' He flung this warning at Kolloiilai, 
Shlyapnikov, and their followers; and, working himself up as he 
went, he told them that they were even more obnoxious than 
the Mensheviks. Ostensibly directed only against the Workers’ 
Opposition, his words carried wider implications: they inti¬ 
mated to ev(Ty potential critic with what sort of a denunciation 
he would be met. The maxim that evm criticism was to be re¬ 
garded a priori as a Menshevik heresy was novel—nothing like it 
had been j)ronounced before. Yet the maxim could be deduced 
from the argument Zinoviev had pr(‘sented at the pn*\ioiis 
congress, when h(‘ said that in consequence of their political 
monopoly the Bolshe\iks found that there were two or more 
potential parties within their party and that one ol‘ these con¬ 
sisted of th(' ‘unconscious Mi nsht'viks". (ioncerned only with 
the immediate circiimstanct's of th<* struggle for powi'r and 
flushed with self-coniidence, Zinoviev now went a step farther 
and described every opponent of* the leading group as a virtual 
mouthpiece for those ‘unconscious’ and inarticulate^ Menslu'viks. 
It followed that the leaders, whoeverllu'y were, had th(‘ right and 
even the duty to suppress opponents within tlu‘ party as they had 
suppressed the real Menshewiks. In this way Zino\'i(‘\’ came to 
formulate what was to be the canon ol'Bolshevikself-su})pression. 

This call for discipline and the new view* of unity did not pass 
unchallenged. The members of the Workers" Opposition and 
other dissenters mounted the platform to denounce tlu' trium¬ 
virate and demand its disbandment. Luio\'inov, a i)rominent 
party wT)rker, protested against tlu‘ ‘pa})al infallibility" and 
immunity from criticism Zinoviev had claimed for the Polit- 
burcau.^ Kossior, another old Bolshevik, maintained that the 
party w^as ruled by a clitiue, that the General Secretariat per¬ 
secuted critics, that Stalin had during his first year in that office 
demoted and victimized the leaders of such important organiza¬ 
tions as those of the Urals and of Petrograd; and that the talk 
about collective leadership was a fraud. Amid uproar Kossior 
demanded that the congre.^s should revoke the 1921 ban on 
inner party groupings.^ 

* 12 Syezd RKP (A;, pp. 4& 47. ^ lijid., pp. 103 -C. 

^ Ibid., pp. 92- 95. Anothrr .sp<.'akcT rcItTrrd to an anoiiyinons leaflet circulated 
at the time of the congress arnl demanding ihtr removal of the triumvirate from the 
Centra] Committee. He suggested that the Workers’ Opposition was responsible 
for the leaflet. Ibid., p. ijb. 
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The Iriuiiivirs, however, dominated the congress: Kamenev 
presided over it, Zinoviev enunciated policy, and Stalin manipu- 
lat(*d the ])arty machine. I'hey made no bon(*s about their 
partn(‘rship any longer: in reply to the challenge from the 
Workers’ Opposition they defiantly acknowlcdg(*d the existence 
of the trium\ irate.> Hut within the triumvirate a shift was mak¬ 
ing itsell felt: Zinoviex* was losing his position as senior triurn- 
\’ir. He had overreached himself, antagonizixi many delegates, 
and drawn ujKin himself most of the attacks from the floor. 
Stalin’s more discrci't conduct gained him credit. The. eyes of 
the delegates turned apjneciatively on him when Nogin, an old 
innuential and moderate member of the Central Committee, 
made his (Tilogy, praising the unobtrusive but vital w'ork of 
direction he had done at the General Secretariat. "Essentially’, 
Nogin said, ‘the Central Committ(*e. constitutes that basic ap¬ 
paratus which s(‘ts in motion all political activity in our country. 
The Bureau of the Secretariat is the most important ])art of the 
apparatus.’- K\'en some ot the malcontents appealed from Zino¬ 
viev's flamboyance and demagoguery to Stalin’s common sense. 

Stalin's position was further enhanced in the debate over 
policy towards non-Russian nationalities, the debate which 
might have brought his undoing. The Georgians had come to 
Moscow expecting to g<‘t that strong support Lenin had pro¬ 
mised them.-’ Th(‘\ did not obtain it. Rakovsky, who was the 
head of the U krainian government but had not enough in¬ 
fluence in Moscow, took up their case. Was Moscow out to 
russilV the small nationalities as the Tsarist gendarmes had 
done ? he asked.The Georgians were perplexed and confounded 
when they heard Stalin himself speaking with righteous in¬ 
dignation against the bullying of non-Russian nationalities, and 
when th(‘y found that their own denunciations of Great Russian 
chauvinism were instTtt'd into the text of Stalin’s ‘theses’. This 
spectacle, the ri'suliof'rrotsky's compromise with Stalin, seemed 
to them a mockery of* all their complaints and protests. In vain 
did they demand that at least Lenin’s notes should be read out. 
"i'he members of the Politbureau were enigmatically reticent. 
Gnly one of tluTn, Bukharin, broke the conspiracy of silence and 
in a great and stirrings peech—this was to be the swan-song 

* Stalin, Snchinrtiyv^ vol. v, ji. 227. ‘ RhP (A), p. 

Ibkl., pp. 150 I. “* Ibid., pp. 528-34. 
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of Bukharin the leader of Left Communism—he defended the 
small nationalities and exposed Stalin's prelenees. He exclaimed 
that Stalin’s disavowal of Great Russian chauvinism was sheer 
liypocrisy and that the atmosphere at the congress, where the 
party’s Hile was assembled, proved it: evtTV word utter(*d from 
the platform against Georgian or Ukrainian nationalism aroused 
stormy applause, while even the milcl(\st allusion to Great Rus¬ 
sian chauvinism was receiv(‘d with irony or with icy silence.* 
It was with icy silence that the delegates rec('i\'ed Bukharin’s 
own speech, Stalin, emboldened by the altitude of the congress, 
could now permit himself to play down the meaning and im¬ 
port of Lenin’s attack on his policy and to rout the ‘devia- 
tionists’. 

Trotsky followed the proceedings iinpassivi‘ly or absented 
himself. He observed scrujRilously the terms ol* his compromise 
with the triumvirs and the principle of the Politbureau’s ‘Cabinet 
solidarity’. This principle did not prevent Zinot iev from treat¬ 
ing Trotsky to allusive pinpricks about his ‘obsession with 
planning’,- I’rotsky did not leact. He showed a blank face to 
the speakers of the Workers’ Opposition wlum they d(Tnandi‘d 
the disbandment of tin' triumviratt' and attacked tin* General 
Secretariat. He gave not a nod of encouragement to the dis¬ 
heartened Georgians; and when the debate over nationalities 
opened he left the assembly, excusing himself on the ground that 
he would be busy preparing his own re port to the congress.^ 

When at last, on 20 April, Trotsky addressed the congress he 
turned away from the issues that had aroused so much heat and 
passion and spoke strictly on ('conomic policy.-^ This, no doubt, 
was a great subject and the one in which he saw the key to all 
other problems; and at last he had the opportunity to present 
fully and before a nation-wide audience the ideas he had so far 
developed only loosely or only within the closed circle of the 
leaders. It was part of his bargain with the triumvirs that he was 
authorized to present his views as a statement of official policy, 
although the Politbureau agreed with his views no more than he 

* 12 SyerJ RKP (h), pp. 5G1-5. * Ibid., pp. 45-46. 

^ Ibid., p. 577. Yet only a month later Trotsky once again attacked in Pravda 
Stalin’s policy in Georgia without mentioning Stalin. He wrote that if Great 
Russian chauvinism were to have its way in the C^aucasus, then the Soviet invasion 
of the Caucasus would turn out to have been ‘the grxratest crime*. Sochinenya^ 
vol. xxi, pp. 317-26. ** 12 Syezd RKP (^), pp. 282- 322. 
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agreed with Stalin's policy towards the non-Russian nationali¬ 
ties. He attached the gr<‘alest importance to his being able to 
launch his economic policy as the party's official ‘line’; and this 
in his eyes probably justified in part his concessions to the 
triumvirs. And in fact no member oi' the Politbureau contra¬ 
dicted him openly whih' the congress d(‘bat(*d his address. 

He appealed to the ])arly to master the country’s economic 
destiny and to tackh' the great and difficult task of primitive 
socialist accumulation. He surveyed the ( xpcTience of two years 
of the New Economic Policy and redefined its principles. The 
twin purpose! of N.E.P., he argued, was to develop Russia’s 
economic resources and to direct that dc v i lopment into socialist 
channels. The rise in industrial production was still slow; it 
lagged behind the recovery of privaK* larining. 'I’hus a dis¬ 
crepancy arose between the two stretors of th(' economy; and it 
was refh'cted in the ‘scissors’ that opened between high in¬ 
dustrial and low agricultural prices. ('I'his metai)horical term 
which 'IVotsky coined soon entered the economists’ idiom all 
over the world.;* Since the peasants could not aflord to buy 
industrial goods and had no real incenliv(‘ for selling their 
pi’oduce, the ‘scissors’ threatened to cut oiici‘ again th(‘ economic 
ties bt'tvv(‘en town and country and to destroy the political 
alliance between worker and peasant. The ‘scissors’ should be 
closed by lowering industrial prices rather than by raising 
agricultural ones. It was necessary to rationalize, modernize, 
and concentrate industry; and this required planning. 

Planning was his main theme. Pie did not, as his adversaries 
later claimed, advocate that N.E.P. should be abandoned in 
favour of planning. He urged the party to pass from the ‘retreat’ 
to a socialist oUensive within the framework of N.E.P. ‘The 
New Economic Policy’, he said, ‘is tlic arena which we ourselves 
have set up for the struggle between ourselves and private 
capital. We have set it up, we liJive legalized it, and within it we 
intend to wage tlie struggle seriously and for a long time.’* 
Lenin had said that N.E.P. had been conceived ‘seriously and 
for long’; and the opponents of planning often quoted the say¬ 
ing. ‘Yes, seriously and for a long time!’, Trotsky retorted, ‘but 
not for ever. We have introduced N.E.P. in order to defeat it on 
its own ground and largely by its own methods. In what way? 

* Ibid., pp. 292 3. ^ Ibid., p. 285. 
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By making cflcctivr use of the laws of the market economy . . . 
and also by intervening through our state-owned industry in the 
play of those laws and by systematically broadening the scope 
of planning. Eventuallv we shall extend planning to the entire 
scope of the market, thereby absorbing and abolishing the 
market.’* 

Bolshevik views on the relationship b(‘twe('n planning and a 
market economy were still extremely vague. Most Bolsheviks 
considen'd X.E.P. almost incompatible with planning. 'They 
saw in N.E.P. an act f)f appeasianent of private property to 
which they had been driven by weakness. 'I’liey thought that 
the need for such apj)easement would remain fur years, and so 
it was necessary to stress the stability ol X.K.P. and to strengthen 
the peasants’ and the merchants’ eonfidcuice in it. Only in a 
more or less r(‘mote futuri* would the party be able to withdraw 
the concessions it liad made to prixate pro])erty and to abolish 
X.E.P.; and only then would it be. possible to set up a planned 
economy. 'Phis vi(‘w was to underlie Stalin’s policies throughout 
the decade, in the course of which Ite first resisted planning in the 
name of X.E.P. and then for the sake of planning decre(‘d the 
‘abolition’ of X.E.P., ‘liquidated’ private trade, and destroyed 
private farming. 

In Trotsky’s conception X.E.P. was designed not merely to 
appt'ase private propi rty. It had S(‘l the framt'work for long-term 
co-operation, competition, and struggle between the socialist 
and the private sectors of the economy. Co-operation and 
struggle appeared to him dialectically opposed aspects of a 
single process. Consequc'iuly he called on the party to protect 
and expand the socialist sector, even while it conciliated and 
helped to develop i\w. private sector. Socialist planning w'ould 
not one day supersede X.E.P. at a stroke. Planning should 
develo]) w ithin the mixed economy until the socialist sector had 
by its grow'ing preponderance gradually absorbed, transformed, 
or eliminated the private sector and outgrowm the frainewT)rk of 
X.E.P. There was thus in Trotsky’s scheme of things no room 
for any sudden ‘abolition’ of X.E.P., for prohibition ol* private 
trade by decree and for thi! violent destruction ol private farm¬ 
ing, just as there w^as no room for any administrative proclama¬ 
tion of the ‘transition to socialism’. This difference betw'ccn 
* 12 Sjezd RKI* (h), p. 331. 
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Trotsky’s and Stalin’s approach was to show itself most strik¬ 
ingly only at the turn of the decade. Immediately, however, 
because of his insist(‘nce on the need for an offensive socialist 
policy, Trotsky seemed to manv peo))le basically opjjosed to 
N.E.P. 

There is no need to go here into the economic detail of 
Trotsky’s argument or into the case he made for primitive 
socialist accumulation - his ideas on this are summarized in the 
previous chapKT. Suffice' it to say that his address and the 
‘I'heses’ he presented are among the most ci ucial documents on 
So\iet economic history; and that he drew there a perspective 
on the Soviet (‘conomy lor sc'veral decades ahead, the decades 
during which tlu' evolution of th(' Soviet Union was to be 
determined by the jirocesses of forced capital Ibrmation in an 
underdeveloped but largely nationalized ('conomy. 'fhe Marxist 
historian may indeed ch'serihe and analyse those decades, the 
Stalinist chxades, as the era of primitive socialist accumulation; 
and he may do so in terms borrowed from 'Trotsky’s exposition 
of the idea in 1923.* 

But whatever were the historic merits of Trotsky's perform¬ 
ance at the twelfth congress and of whatiwer interest that per¬ 
formance may be to any study ol‘ Marxist ideas, it did not 
improve Trotsky's position for the struggle which awaited him. 
His central idea was, on the whole, beyond the understanding 
of his audienc<'. 'i'he congress was as usual impressed, but this 
time it was impressed by the ilan of his s*p(‘ech rather than by its 
content. The few implications of his thought that the mass of 
delegates could grasp wi're such as to aroust' apprehension and 
e\’en suspicion. Some cemid not lielp wondering whether he 
was not, after all, calling on the party to al)andon N.E.P. and 
to return to the disastrous policies of War communism. \Vhen he 
demanded that industrial output should Ix' concentrated in a 
small number of large and efiicient concerns, the question arose 
what would happen to the workers who lost employment through 
the closing down of ineflicient factories. When he argued that 
the working class would have to shoukh'r the main burden of 
industrial reconstruction, he made not the slightest attempt to 
soften the harsh impact of his words. On tlu! contrary, he gave 

* In later years Tri.»tsky hiinsrlf rarely, if ever, spoke of ‘j)rimiti\'C scx ialist 
arcuniulation'. 
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tion; but then he told the workers that the state paid them two 
or three times the wages they had earned before. When Trotsky 
put this issue before the eongress with all his bliintiK'Ss and 
merciless honesty, tlie workers were struck by his niercilessness 
rather than by liis honesty. Is he again telling us, they could not 
help reflecting, as he told us when he formed the Labour Armies, 
that we must take the producer’s, not the consumer’s view? 
Nothing would be easier for the agents of tlu' triumvirs than to 
confirm the workers in this suspicion. 

And how, asked others, would l'rotsk)'\s policy affect the 
peasantry? \Vould it not drive the party to a collision with the 
muzhik? It would, Rykov and Sokolnikov had already said at 
the Politbureau and at the Central Committee. A significant 
incident at the congress gave new point to the qiu'stion. In the 
debate Krasin, Trotsky’s old comrade, addressed himselfdirecily 
to Trotsky and asked whether lie had thought out to the 
end the implications of primitive socialist accumulation? Early 
capitalism, Krasin pointed out, did not merely underpay workers 
or rely on the entrepreneur's ‘abstinence’ to promote accumula¬ 
tion. It exploited colonies; it ‘pillaged entire continents’; it 
destroyed the yeomanry of England; it ruined the cottage 
weavers of India and on their bones, which ‘whitened the plains 
of India’, rose the modern textile industry. Did 'Irotsky carry 
the analogy to its logical conclusion ?- 

Krasin put the question without hostile intent. He a|)proached 
it from his particular anghr: as Commissar of Foreign 'Frade he 
had tried to persuade the Central Committee of the nc'cd for 
more foreign trade—and of the need to make more concessions 
to foreign capital. He wished to impress on the congress that 
since as Bolsheviks they could not expropriate peasants and 
plunder colonies—everyone took this for granted—they must 
seek to attract foreign loans; and that foreign capital might 
help Russia lo proceed with primitive accumulation and to 


* IS Syezd RKP {b), p. 315. 


* Ibid., pp. 351-2. 
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avoid the horrors that had accompanied such accumulation in 
the West. Ihe Bolsheviks, however, had found out by now that 
they had little cliancc of attracting i’oreign credits on acceptable 
terms; and so the question which Krasin posed retained its full 
force: where would the resources needed for rapid accumula¬ 
tion come from? Wiien Krasin spoke of the plunder of the 
peasantry nncl thr Uvliitr hones’ of the Hindu cottage weavers, 
Trotsky jumped to his feet to protest that he had "proposed 
nothing of tin* sort’.* TJiis was true enough. Still, did not the 
logic of his attitude lead, after all, to q)lundering tin; peasantry’ ? 
That IVotsky junijjed to his feet lo d('ny it indicates that he felt 
a cloud of suspicion not yet larger than a man's hand gathering 
over his head. 

Having said so much that was likely to antagonize the 
workers and to stir in the party the fear of a collision with the 
peasantry, Trotsky then incurred the enmity of the industrial 
managers and administrators. He could not help saying the 
most unpoiiular things oncc! h<' was convinced that what he had 
to say was of vital importance and that it was his duty to say it. 
And so he drew the picture of tlic condition of industry in such 
dark colours and Hayed the new economic bureaucracy so 
pitilessly for coni[)lacency, conceit, and ineiliciency that it 
smarted under his lash and sought to woik off the grudge. 
Trotsky, the nianagers n'plied, saw the economy in such dark 
colours and was so <lis])leased with their work because Ik! would 
content himself w ith nothing less than the Utopia of a planned 
economy.^ 

Thus slowly but inexorably the circumstances Nvhich even¬ 
tually led to Trotsky’s defeat began to unfold and agglomerate. 
He miss('d the opportunity <^>f confounding the triumvirs and 
discrediting Stalin. Hc' let down his allies. He failed to act as 
Lenin’s mouthpiece with the resolution Lenin had expected of 
him. He failed to support before the entire party the Georgians 
and the Ukrainians for wdiom he had stood up in the Politburcau. 
He kept silent when the ciy for inner-party democracy rose 
from the floor. He expounded economic ideas the historic por¬ 
tent of which (escaped his audience but which his adversaries 
could easily tw’ist so as to impress presently upon workers, 
peasants, and bureaucrats alike that Trotsky w^as not their 

* hoc, cii. * Ibid., pp. 322-50 and passht. 
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^vcU‘^^ishcl\ and that every social class and group ought to 
tremble at the meie thought that he might become Lcniii\^ 
successor. At the same time the triumvirs soui^ht assiduously 
to please everybody, promising something to every social class 
and group, pandering to every kind of complacency, and flat¬ 
tering every imaginable conceit. 

Finallx', 'Frotsky directly' strengthened the ti iumvirs when he 
declared his ‘unshaken’ solidarity with the Poliibureau and the 
Central Committee and called the rank and tile to exercise ‘at 
this critical juncture’ the strictest self-r(‘straint and the utmost 
xigilance. Speaking on a motion appealing I’or unity and dis¬ 
cipline in Lenin's absence, he stated; ‘I shall not 1 )(‘ the last in 
our midst to defend |this motion], to put it into eilect, and to 
fight ruthlessly against all who may try to infringe it.’* ‘Il'in the 
present mood', he went on, ‘the party warns you emphatically 
about things which seem dangerous to it, the ])arty is right, 
even if it exaggerates, because what might not be dangerous in 
other circumstances must appear doubly and tn'bly suspect at 
present.’ In this state of alarm and heightened suspicion the 
triumvirs would, of course, find it easy to assert ihernscK'es and 
stifle o]^positi()n. Trotsky shared ihcir anxiety over the shock to 
which Lenin’s death might expose the party; and in his eager¬ 
ness to strengthen the party he weakened his own position in it. 
No doubt he counted on the triumvirs’ loyalty. Little though he 
thought of them, he treated them as comrades whom he ex¬ 
pected to behave towards him with a certain pro[)rlety. He did 
not imagine that they would turn his unselfish gestures to their 
immediate and private advantage. 

The enlarged Central Committee elected at the twelfth con- 
gr(*ss reappointed Stalin as General Secretary. I’rolsky made no 
attempt to prevent this—at any rate, he did not propose any 
other candidate, a.s he knew^ Lenin would have done. In Lenin’s 
absences he had no chance of displacing Stalin anyhow'. The 
iriumxirs swayed the Politbureau and through it the Central 
Committee as before. They also dominated the new' Central 
Control Commission elected to act as the party's suj)rem(‘ 
disciplinary Court. I'he man appointed to preside over it was 
Kuibyshev, Stalin’s close associate. 

* /i* UKP (/j), p. 32f). 
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The iriuinvirs hud no rcdson to precipitate a showdown with 
Trotsky. He nd'ered no provocation; and they were not yet sure 
how the ])arly would behave if*the conflict came into the open. 
Yet Stalin lost no time’ in setting the stage. He used his wide? 
powers ora])])ointin< nt to eliminate from important posts. In the 
cenlr(‘ and in the inovinces, members who might b(! expected to 
follow 'I Volsky; and he filled the vacancies with adherents of the 
triumvirat(‘ or prei'erably of himself. He look great care to 
justify th(' promotions and demotions on the apparent merits of 
each case; and h(‘ was gr(‘aily iissisted by the rule, which Lenin 
had established, that ajipointments should be made with refer¬ 
ence to the iiiimb(‘r ol* years a meml)(*r had served the party, 
'Hiis rule automatically favoured the Old Guard, especially its 
caucus. 

It was in the course of this year, tlu* year that Stalin, 

making full us(' of this system of patronage, imperc<'ptibly be¬ 
came the party’s master. The oflidals whom he nominated as 
regional or local secretari(*s knew that their positions and con¬ 
firmation in office did not depend on the nitanbers of the or¬ 
ganization on the spot but on the General Secretariat. Naturally 
they listeiH'd much more attentively to the tune called by the 
General Sc'cretary than to views expressed in local party 
Ijranches. Th(‘ ])halanx of these secretaries now came to ‘substi¬ 
tute' its(’lf for the party, and even for the Old Guard of which 
they formed an impoi tant section, i’he more they grew accus¬ 
tomed to act uniformly under the orders of the Genc^ral Secre¬ 
tariat, the more it was the latter which virtually substituted 
itself l*or the' parly as a ^^hole. In theory the parly was still 
gov(*rn(‘d l)y the Central Committee and by decisions of parly 
cf)ngress(*s. But hencidbrlh a party congn\ss could only be a 
sham: as a rule only nominees of' the General Secretarial had 
any chance ol‘b('ing electe d as deh'gates. 

J’rotsky watched this change in the pai ty, grasped its signifi¬ 
cance, but could do nothing to arrest it. There was only one 
way in which he might have tried to counteract it: by appealing 
openly to the rank and file and calling on them to resist the 
impositions of the G(Ti(*ral Secretariat. But as Stalin wiis backed 
by the IVdilbiireau and the majority of the Central Committee, 
this would have been incitement against the newly elected 
and regularly constituted leadership. No single member of the 
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Politburcau, not even one enjoying the highest authority, could 
risk such a step. Least of all could Trotsky risk it now, after he 
had concealed from the party his dilFerences with the triumvirs, 
after he had solemnly declared his full solidarity with them, and 
pledged himself to act as the most zealous and vigilant guardian 
of discipline. If he were to try to arouse the party against the 
triumvirs, he would appear to act hypocritically, iVom a private 
grudge, or from the ambition to take Lenin's place. 

For the time being he could resist Stalin only within the 
Politburcau and the Central Committee. But there he was 
isolated and his words counted for little. E\'t‘n Bukharin was 
inclining ever more towards the triumvirs. (Among the forty 
members of the new Central Committee Trotsky had no mon^ 
than three political friends: Rakovsky, Radck, and Pyatakov.) 
The sessions of the Politburcau held in his presence were 
becoming mere formalities: all the cards were slackiTl against 
him; and the real Politburcau worked in his absence. Thus 
shortly after the twelfth congress he b(*gan to pay the penalty of 
procrastination. He was already the i)olitical prisoner ol' the 
triumvirs. Unable to achieve anything against tliem within ili(‘ 
leading party bodies, and unable to undertake any action against 
them from without, he could only bide his time and \vait for 
some event to open a new prospect. 

In the summer of Moscow' and Petrograd were suddenly 
shaken by a political fever. Throughout July and August there 
w'as a great deal of industrial unrest. AVorkers felt that tfiey 
wxrc made to carry too much of the burden of industrial re¬ 
covery. Their w'ages were a mere pittance; and often they did 
not receive even this. Industrial managers, running c:oncerns at 
a loss and deprived of state subsidi('s and credits, had been 
unable to pay the men, had been in arrears to them for long 
months, and resorted to painful frauds and tricks to cut wage 
bills. Trade unions, reluctant to disturb th(‘ industrial revival, 
refused to press claims. Finally, ‘w'ild’ strikes broke out in many 
factories, spread, and were accompanied by violent explosions 
of discontent. The trade unions were caught by surprise; and 
so were the party leaders. The threat of a gen(Tal strike w'as in 
the air; and the movement seemed on the point of turning into 
a political revolt. Not since the Kronstadt rising had there been 
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SO niiirh tension in the working class and so much alarm in 
ruling circles. 

The shock w^as all the more seven* because it was unexpected, 
'rhe ruling circles had view(‘d the economic situation with 
smugness and had boast(‘d of continuous improvement, I'hey 
had not received timely signals of the approaching trouble; 
or, if any warning had reach<‘d them, th(‘y ignored it. Rudely 
awake ned, ihi y b('gan to look for the* culprits who had incited 
the workers. Lower down, in the party branches, the commo¬ 
tion led people to inquire more sc’riously how it was that more 
than two years after the promulgation of N.E.P. there was still 
so much bitter discontent. What was the* worth, they asked, of 
the official progress n'ports? Had not the party leaders been 
too complacent and had th<‘y not lost contact with the working 
class? Then* was not much use in looking for culprits if these 
qui'slions remained unanswered. 

The culprits W(!re not easy to find. Tin* agitation for strikes 
could not b(* traced to any souicc* such as the nannants of the 
anti-Bolshevik parlies th(‘se, thoroughly suppressed, had been 
inactive. Oflicial suspicion turned on the AVorkers’ Opposition. 
But the lead(‘rs ol' the latter, loo, had been surprised by the 
strikes. Intimidated by constant threats of expulsion, the Workers’ 
Opposition liad lain low and was breaking up. Its splinter 
groups, however, had to some* extent been involved in the strike 
agitation, which was spontaneous in the main. 'I'hc most im¬ 
portant of these was the Workei's’ Group, led by three labourers, 
Myasnikov, Kuznetsov, and Moiseev, all parly members at 
least since 1905. In April and May, immediately after the 
twelfth congress, they circulated a manifesto denouncing the 
N(‘w Exploitation of the Proletariat and urging the workers to 
light for Soviet democracy.' In May Myasnikov was arrested. 
But Ins followers went on j^ropagating his views. When the 
strikes l)roke out they wondered whether they should not go to 
the faetori(*s with the call for a general strike. They were still 
arguing about this when the G.P.U. arrested them, about 
twenty persons in all.- 


‘ The manilrsto was published by Gcthuui s\'m])athizers of the group in 
Berlin in Das Manifest tier Arbeitergruppe tier Rmsischm Kommmistischen Partei, 

* V. Sorin, Rabathaya Druppa, pp. 97 iia. 'I’hc group apparently had 200 
membera in Moscow. 
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The discovery that this and similar groups, like the Workers’ 
Truth, had been active in the factories caused among party 
leaders a dismay which seemed quitt‘ out of proj)ortion to its 
cause. But small as these groups were, they had many contacts 
in party and trade unions. Rank-and-file Bolsheviks listen(‘d to 
their arguments with open or sneaking sympathy. As the trade 
unions did not voice, and as the parly paid all loo little atten¬ 
tion to, the workers’ grievances, small pf)litical s(‘cts, had they 
not been slo})j)ed, might have rapidly acquired a broad in¬ 
fluence and placed tliemsches at the head of the discontent. 
The instigators of the Kronstadt n'volt had not been more 
numerous or influential; and where there is much inflamniable 
material a few sparks may produce a conflagration. The party 
leaders soiiglit to stamp out the sparks. They dt*termin(‘d to 
suppress the W'orkers' Group and th(‘ Workers’ 'rrulli on ih(' 
ground that the nK'mbers of tlu'se organi/ations no longer con¬ 
sidered thtanselves bound by party discipline and conducted half- 
clandestinely an agitation against the government. Dzerzhinsky 
w^as charged with the business of suppression. As he in\'(‘stigated 
the activities of the presumed culprits, lu* found that ('ven party 
members of' unqiu'stioned loyalty regarded them as comrade's 
and refused to testify against them. He lh(*n turned to the 
Politbureau and asked it to declare that it was the duty of any 
party member to denounce to the G.P.U. people who inside th(' 
party engaged in aggressive action against the offic ial leaders. 

The issue came before the Politbureau just after Trotsky had 
had several clashes with the triumvirs which had envenomc'd 
their relations; and Dzerzhinsky’s demand was more than he 
could stomach. He* was not at all eager to defend the Workers’ 
Grouf) and kindred sets of dissenters. He did not protest; whe-n 
their adherents wtic thrown into prison. Although he* held that 
much of their discontent was justified and that many of their 
criticisms were w'cll founded, he had no sympathy with their 
crude and anarchic Iub-thurnping. Nor was lie inclined to 
countenance industrial unrest. He did not see how' the govern¬ 
ment could meet the workers’ demands when industrial output 
was still negligible: it was no use paying higher wages when 
wages could buy no goods. He saw that the strikes by delaying 
recovery only made matters worse; and he refused to seek 
popularity by bandying promises that could not be honoured or 
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by exploitin.tr grievances. Instead, he urged again the long over¬ 
due change in (Tonomic policy. Nor was h<‘ at all eager to sup¬ 
port the demand for Soviet democracy in that extreme form in 
which the Workers’ Opposition and its splinter groups had 
raised it. But lu* took exception to the manner in which the 
triumvirs and Dzerzhinsky propf)st‘d tf) deal with the trouble 
and to the obstinacy with which they dw(^lt on the symptoms of 
the discont(‘nt instead of turning to the underlying caust*. When 
h(‘ saw that the Politbureau was on lh(‘ point of ordering party 
members to spy upon and to d(‘nounee one another, ht* was 
seized with disgust. 

Dzerzhinsky’s demand had raised a delicate issue, because the 
attitude of'the Bolsheviks to the G.P.T. had in it nothing of 
that haughty distaste with which the good bourgeois democrat 
normally views any political police. The G.P.T. was th(‘ ‘sword 
of tlie revolution'; and every Bolshevik had been proud to 
assist it in work directed against the revolution's enemies. But 
alter the civil war, when the reaction against the terror set in, 
many of th(.)se who had volunteered to s(‘rve in the G.P.U. 
were glad to leav(* its ranks. ‘Only saints or scoundrels can serve 
in the G.P.U.’, Dzerzhinsky complained to Radek and Brandler 
about this time, ‘but now' the saints an* running away from me, 
and I am left with the scoundrels.’* Vet this debased G.P.l\ 
was still th(‘ guardian of the Bolshevik monopoly of pow(T. 
Ilitlurto it had defended it only against exte rnal enemies. 
White Guards, Mensheviks, Social Revolutionaries, and Anar¬ 
chists. ']'he ciucsiion w’as wh(‘ther the G.P.U. should also defend 
the mono])oly against its supposed Bolslu'vik enemies? If so, 
then it could not do it ollu'rwise than by operating w'ithin the 
party itself. 

Trotsky did not tell the Politbureau plainly that it should 
reject Dzerzhinsky’s demand. He evaded the question and 
dw'clt on the underlying issue. ‘It WTndd seem’, he wrote in a 
letter to the Central Committee on 8 October 1923, ‘that to in- 
Ibrm the party organization of the fact that its branches are 
being used by elements hostile to it is an obligation of members 
so elementary that it ought not to be necessary to introduce a 
special resolution to that eflect six years after the October 
Revolution. 'I'hc very demand for such a resolution is an 

* 'riiis has been irlatcd to ihr writer by Hrandlcr. 
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extremely startling symptom alongside of others no less clear. 

. . It pointed to the gulf that now separated the leaders 
from the rank and file, the gulf which had grown especially 
wide since the twelfth congress and was dei'pened by Stalin's 
system of patronage. 

When Trotsky stated this, the triumvirs reminded him that 
he himself had under war communism ruled the trade unions 
through his nominees. He replied that even at the height of the 
civil war ‘the system ol' appointment within tht‘ party did not 
have one-tenth of the extent that it has now. Appointment of 
the secretaries of provincial committees is now the rule. That 
creates for the Secretary a position essentially indc])endent ol' 
the local organization. . . .’ Trotsky did not explicitly qiH'stion 
the General Secretary’s priTogatives—he merely urgtxl him to 
make moderate and prudent use of them. He confessed that at 
the last congress, when he listened to the pleas made then' lor 
proletarian democracy, many of th(*se 'seemed to me exag¬ 
gerated and to a considerable extent demagoguish, because a 
hilly developed workers’ democracy is incompatible with th(.‘ 
regime of dictatorship’. I iowcv('r, the party ought not to go on 
living under the high pressure of civil war discipline. 'I'his ‘ought 
to give place to a livelier and broader party responsibility. 'Fhe 
present regime ... is much further from any woriu'rs’ democracy 
than was the n^gime of the fiercest period of war communism.’ 
‘Secretarial selection’ was responsibh* for ‘unheard-of bureau¬ 
cratization of the party apparatus,’ The hierarchy of s(‘cretaries 
‘created party opinion’, discouraged members from expressing 
or even possessing views of their own, and acldn^ssed the rank 
and file only in words of command and summons. No wonder 
that discontent which could not ‘dissipate ils(‘lf through open 
exchange of opinions at party meetings and through the exer¬ 
cise of influence upon the party organization by the mass of 
members.. . accumulated in secret and gave rise to strains and 
stresses’,^ 

Trotsky also renewed his attack on the triumvirs’ economic 
policy. The figment within tlu! party, he argued, w^as intensified 
by industrial unrest; and this had been brought about by lack 
of economic foresight. He had found out by now that the only 
gain the triumvirs had allowed him to score at the twelfth 
* Max JLa&Uuaji, Since iMiin Died, pp, 142-1. ® Ibid. 
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congress, the gain for llu! sake of wliich he had yieJded so much 
ground to them, was spurious: the congress had adopted his 
resolutions on industrial policy, but these had remained a dead 
letter. Now as before the economic administration bungled and 
muddled. Nothing had been done to make Gosplan the guiding 
centre of the (‘conomy. Tlie Politbun au set up a number of 
committees to investigate symptoms of th(! crisis instead of going 
to its root. Trotsky himself had been invitt^d to serve on a com¬ 
mittee which was to inquire into prices; but he refused to do 
so. He had no wish, he declanti, to participate in an activity 
designed to dodge issues and to postpone decisions. 

Just before 'J'rotsky made th(‘S(' criticisms he had his clashes 
with the triumvirs, already mentioned. Some of these occurred 
in deliberations ov(‘r the situation in Germany, where, Trotsky 
held, th(‘ turmoil provoked by the' French occupation of the 
Ruhr offered the German communists a uniciue chance. Other 
collisions developed w lien the triumvirs proposed changes in the 
Military R(*\'olutionary Gouncil over which Trotsky presided. 
Zin()vi(’v was bent on introducing into that Council either 
Stalin himself or at least V’oroshilov and Lashevich. It is not 
quite clear what induced him to inaki* this proposal, and whether 
ht‘ acted in agreement with Stalin from an anxiety to gain for 
the triunnirs a decisive share in the control of military affairs; 
or whethi^r h(‘ was already engaged in a subtle move against 
Stalin designed to oust him from the General Secretariat.* 
Fnough tliat when Zinoviev tabled his motion, Trotsky, hurt 
and indignant, declar(*d that he w^as resigning in protest from 
every office he held, the Commissariat of War, the Military 
Revolutionan- Council, the Politbureau, and the Central Com¬ 
mittee. He asked to be sent abroad ‘as a soldier of the revolu¬ 
tion’ to help the German Communist party to prepare its 
revolution. The idea had not come out of the blue. The leader 
of the German party, Heinrich Brandlcr, had just arrived in 
Moscow'; and doubting his own and his comrades’ capacity to 
lead an insurrection, had inquired in all earnestness from Trot¬ 
sky and ZinovicN* wdiether Trotsky could not come incognito to 
Berlin or Saxony to take charge of revolutionary operations.- 
The idea stirred Trotsky; and the danger of the mission excited 
his courage. Disillusioned by the turn events had taken in 

* Sec iurther, p. i. ^ The suurcc fur this stalctncnl is Brandlcr. 
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Russia, disgusted with the Politbiircau cabal, and pcThaps 
already tired of it, he asked for the assignment. To contribute 
once more to the victory of a fighting revolution suited him 
better than to taste the maggoty fruit of a victorious one. 

The triumvirs could not let him go. In Germany he might 
have become doubh' dangerous. If he went, succeeded, and 
returned in triumph, he would ha\'(‘ dwarfed them as tlie 
acknowledged leader ofbolh the Russian and the German re¬ 
volutions. But if something untoward were to happen to him, 
if he were to fall into the hands of the class eni'iny oi* to di<* 
fighting, the party would suspect that th(‘y had sent him on a 
hopeless mission to get rid of him; and neither Stalin nor his 
partners could as yet risk such a suspicion. Tliey could not 
permit Trotsky to win either the laurels of a new revolutionary 
victory or even the martyr's crown. They got out of tin* difii- 
culty by turning the painful scene into a fare(\ Zinoviev n‘])lied 
that he himself, the President of tin* Communist International, 
W'ould go to Germany ‘as a soldier of the rex ohuioiv instead of 
Trotsky. Then Stalin interveiu'd, and with a display of bon¬ 
homie and common sense said that the Politbiireaii could not 
possibly dispense with the: si nices of either of its two most 
eminent and well-beloved memb<‘rs. Nor could it accept Trot¬ 
sky’s resignation from the Commissariat of War and the Central 
Committee, which would create a scandal of the first magnitude. 
As for himself, he, Stalin, w^ould be content to nanain ('xcluded 
from the Military Revolutionary Committee if this could re¬ 
store harmony. I'he Politbureau accepted Stalin's ‘solution’; 
and Trotsky, feeling thi' grotesqutuiess of the situation, lelt th(‘ 
hall in the middle of the meeting ‘banging llie door behind 
him.*' 

Such was the state of affairs in the Politbureau just before 
Dzerzhinsky made his proposal and Trotsky wrote the letter of 
8 October, in which he confronted the triumvirs with a d(*finilc 


‘ Stalin's rx-s<*creiary thus underlines the j^rolcsqueness of the inr ident: ‘'I'l 
setrne look place in the Throne ! lall. The door of the I lull is enormous and inassiv 
Trotsky ran towards it, pulled it with all his strength, Init it wius dead shnv In opr 
Some doors do not lend themselves to banp^inf'. In his fury, howerver, lie failed 
notice this; and he made yet another violent eflbrt to clos<‘ the door. Alas, the dm 
was as slow to close as it was to open. ’I’hus, inst(*ad of witnessing; a drainat 
gesture, indicating a historic break, we waichfrd a sorry and helpl(\ss figure strug¬ 
gling with a door. . . Bajanov, Arec Staline danx le Kremlin, pp. 
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clialicngr. 'J’lir latter were not yet unduly disturbe d, because he 
did not carry tlie controversy into tlie open; liis letter was 
addressed only to the nu'mbers of the Central (Joinmittee who 
wer(‘ entitled to know the Politbureau’s secrets. 

How(‘ver, a w(‘ek later, on 15 October, forty-six prominent 
party meinl)ers issued a Sfileinn statement directed against the 
official leadership and criticizing its policy in t(Tms almost 
icU'iitical with th(»se 'I'rotsky had (‘inployed. They declared that 
the country was threatened with economic ruin because the 
‘majority olTlie Polilbureau’ had no policy and did not see the 
iK'cd of piir|)osei\il direction and planning of industry. 'I’ln^y did 
not d(‘mand any d(‘rmite change in the leadership; they only 
urgid the ]\)litbureau to awaken to ii.s task, 'fhey, too, pro- 
tesK'd against tin* rule of the hierarchy oi secrelari(‘s and against 
the stilling of discussion, alleging that the n'gular party con¬ 
gresses and conlerences, packed by nominees, had ceased to be 
representative, 'fhen, going farther than Trotsky, the forty 
Six dernandt'd that the ban on inner party groupings should be 
abolished or relax<*d because it servtrd one faction as a screen 
for its dictatorship over the i)arty, drove disgrunth'd members 
to form clandestine groups, and strained iht‘ir loyally towards 
the parly. ‘The inner [)arty struggle is waged all the more 
savagely th(‘ more it is waged in silence and secrecy.' Finally, 
the signatories f)f the statement asked that the Cc'iitral Coinmit- 
tee should call an emergency confenmee to review the situation.^ 

'fhe Forty Six echoed Trotsky’s criticisms so fiiithfully that 
the triumvirs could not but suspect that he was their direct 
inspire!*, if not the organizer of their protest.- U'luy assumed 
that the Forty Six had come together to I’orm a solid faction. 
Trotsky’s attitude was in fact more reserved than the triumvirs 
bclic’ved. True, among the Forty Six were his close political 
friends: Yuri Pyatakov, the most able and enlightened of the 
industrial administrators, pAgenii Preobrazhensky, the (ro- 
nornist and former Secretary of the Ci'iitral Committee, Lev 
Sosnovsky, Prav(Ia\ gifted contributor, Ivan Smirnov, the victor 
over Kolchak, Anlonov-Ovseenko, hero of the October insurrec¬ 
tion, now chief political commissar of the Red Army, Muralov, 

* I'he lyotsky AnlnveK. 

* "JVolsky’s r(‘sfK>nsil>ility tor tlu* actum uf (hr I'orly Six was in the centre of the 
debate at die thirt(Tiith parly confen'iice in January 19'.!4. 
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commander of the Moscow garrison, and others. To these 
men Trotsky had conlided his thoughts and anxieties; and he 
kept some of iIkmii informed even of his intimate talks with 
Lenin.* They formed the leading circle of the so-called 1923 
Opposition and represented the ‘Trotskyist’ element in it. But 
the Forty Six were not a uniform group. There wer(' among 
them also adherents of the Workers' Opposition and Decemists 
like \". Smirnov, Sapronov, Kossior, Bubnox', and Ossinsky, 
whose views diverged from those of the 'Frotskyists. Many of the 
signatories appended to the common .statcmeri! strong res(^r\’a- 
tions on special points or plain expressions ol‘ dissent. The 
statement dwelt with equal emphasis on two issues: economic 
planning and inner-party democracy. But some signatories were 
primarily interested in the former while others took the latter 
more to heart. Men lik(‘Preobrazhensky and Pyatakov dt'inanded 
freedom of criticism and debate primarily because they' were 
opposed to specific economic policies and ho])ed through debate 
to convert others to their views; wliilt' members like Sapronov 
and Sosnovsky were in opposition chiclly because they cherished 
inner-party freedom for its own sake. Tlie former voici'd the 
aspirations of the advanced and educated elite of the Bolshevik 
bureaucracy itself while the latter expressed a revulsion against 
bureaucracy at large. Far from forming a solid faction, the 
Forty Six were a loose coalition of groups and individuals 
united only on a vaguely common denominator of discontents 
and strivings. 

Whether or to what extent Trotsky should be regarded as the 
direct sponsor of this coalition is not certain. He liimself denied 
this while his adversaries claimed that his denial was a ruse de 
guerre to whicli he resorted in order to avoid the blame for 
organizing a faction.2 However, they offered no specific proof; 
and the Forty Six did not act as a coluTcnt faction with a dis¬ 
tinct line of conduct and discipline. Even many years after 
Trotsky’s death those who had stood close to him claimed that 
he observed the rules of discipline so strictly that he could not 
have acted as the sponsor of this particular demonstration of 
protest. In the light of all that is know n about Trotsky’s conduct 
in such matters, this may be accepted as true. However, it is 

* Aloya Z^iizn, vol. ii, p. 215. 

* /j Konferenlsya RKl* ib), pp. /jC, 92-/02, 104-13; rj Syerjl RKP (A), pp. 156 ff. 
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doubtful that he had, as is also claimed, no foreknowledge of the 
action of the Forty Six or that he was surprised by it. Preo¬ 
brazhensky, Muralov, or Antonov-Ovseenko undoubtedly kept 
him informed about what they were doing, and would not have 
done what they were doing without some encouragement from 
him. And so even if 'Frotsky was not formally responsible for 
their action, h(‘ must be regarded as its actual prompter. 

The Forty Six addre ssed their piotest to the Oentral Com¬ 
mittee with the reqiK'sl that the Committee should, in accordance 
with long-established custom, bring it to the parly's knowh^dge. 
The triumvirs refused th(‘ request. Moreover, they thn^atened 
to apply disci|.)linary sanctions if the signatoric's themselves were 
to circulate the document among party nu‘mbers. At the same 
time agents of tlie Ccmtral Conimitte(‘ were s(*iU to the cells to 
denounce the authors of the unpublished protest. I’hcn a special 
enlarged session of ilit* Central Committee was held to deal with 
the statement of tlie f orty Six and with Trotsky’s letter of 
8 October.' Replying to IVotsky, the triumvirs repeatc'd the 
chargi’S which Stalin had brought against him at the Polit- 
bureau meetings of January and February. Trotsky, they alleged, 
was actuated by lust of power, and, sticking to the maxim ^all or 
nothing*, he refused not merely to serve as Lenin's deputy, but 
even to attend to his normal duties. Then they enumerated all 
the issues over which he had in recent years dissented from 
I.enin; but they pass(‘d over in silence the fact that on nearly all 
these issues Lenin had in the end found himself in agreement 
with Trotsky. Th<' Central Committee endorsed thecharg(\s and 
censured Trotsky. It also reprimanded the Forty Six, qualifying 
their joint protest as an infringement of the 1921 ban on fac¬ 
tions. As to IVotsky, it did not charge him plainly with organiz¬ 
ing the faction but held him morally responsible for the offence 
of which it found the Forty Six guilty. 

The condemnation threw into relief the vicious circle in 
which any incipient opposition found itself under the disciplinary' 
rules of 1921. The Forty Six had come forward precisely in 
order to demand that those rules b(‘ revoked or relaxed. But it 
was enough of them to speak up for a re\ ision of the rules to lay 
themselves open to llu* accusation that they had already violated 
them. The ban on inner-party groupings was self-perpetuating 

‘ KPSS V Rfzolutsyakhy vol. i, i)p. 76G-8. 
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and irrcvcrsibir: under it no movement Ibr its revision could be 
set afoot. It (established within the party that barrack discipline 
which may be meat for an army but is poison I’or a political 
organization -the discipline which alhws a single man to vent 
a grievanee but treats the joint (*xpression of the same grievance 
by several men as mutiny. 

Th(‘ triumvirs could not easily suppress this particular 
‘mutiny’. J'ht* mutineers were not ordinary rankers- they were 
forty-six geiK'rals ol‘ revolution. Every one of th(*m had held 
important positions in government and party. Most had a 
heroic civil-war record. Many had b(‘{‘n meinliers of llu‘ Central 
Committee. Some had joined the Bolsheviks in 1017, together 
with Trotsky; (Others had br'en Bolsheviks since 190.1. Tlit'ir 
protest could not be concealed. By denouncing it to tin* cells 
and calling upon the cells to join in the denunciation but refus¬ 
ing to show the condemru'd statenu nt, the triumvirs aroused 
intense suspicion. The party was astir with alarming rumours. 
The triunn irs had to ojk'h at h'ast a safe ty \alve. On 7 Novem¬ 
ber, the sixth anniversary of the' revolution, Zinen iev made a 
solemn statement promising to restore d(‘inocraey within the 
party. As a token, Pravda and other iiewspapcT's opeiKTl their 
pages for discussion and invited members to write, iiankly on 
all issues which troubled them. 

To initiate a debate after ‘three years of silence’ was a risky 
undertaking.* I’he iriuinvirskiiewii. They opened the discussion 
in Moscow and delayed it in the proN'inces. But no sooner had 
they lilted a safety valve than they wen? hit by pressure ol‘un¬ 
suspected force. Moscow’s party cells were in revolt, 'rhey n*- 
ceived official leaders with hostility and acclaimed spokt'smen of 
the opposition. At some meetings in large factories the trium¬ 
virs themselves were met with dt^rision and were heavily out¬ 
voted.- The di.scussion was at onc(' focused on the stat(*m(‘nt of 
the Forty Six who were now free* to exf)ound their views to tlu* 
rank and file. Pyatakov w^as their most aggressive and effective 
spokesman; wherever he went he easily obtained large' majori¬ 
ties for bluntly worded resolutions. Antonov-Ovseenko addressed 


* At the thirteenth parly amfrrcnct; Kadckspoke; of‘thi»*<: years ofsilrncc’ which 
preceded the disenssitm. /y Kouferenlsya RKP (6), pp. 1:15- 7. 

* This was admitted by Rykov. Ibid., pp. 83-ru- See also Preobrazhensky's 
description of the crisis in the party. Ibid., pp. 104 13. 
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the party organizations ol' the garrison; and shortly after the 
debate had Ijegun at least one-third of those organizations had 
sided with the opposition. The Cl(‘ntral Committee of the Com¬ 
munist Youth and most of tin* Comsomol cells in Moscow did 
likewise. The universities vvtT<‘ seized with excitement; and a 
larger majority ol*stiid(‘nt cells declared enthusiastic support for 
the Forty Six, 'Fhe leadc‘rs of th(‘ f)ppf)sition were in a buoyant 
mood. According t(.) one version, they were so self-confident 
that they discussed among themselves in what ])roportion they 
would l)e willing to share with lh(‘ triumvirs control over the 
party machine. 

'Fhe triumvirs took fright. When they saw which way the 
vote in the garrison cells went, they resolved that these cells 
must not b(' pcTmitted to proceed with the vole. 'Fhcy at once 
dismissed Antonov-Ovseenko Irom his post as the Red Army's 
chief political commissar, alleging that he had ihreat(Ti(‘d the 
Central Committee that the arminl ibrees would stand up ‘like 
om* man' l()r 'Trotsky, ‘lh<* h'ader, orgarii/.(‘r, and inspirer of 
the re\()liuioiTs victories'.' Antonov-(.)vseenko had not in fact 
threatened any military revolt. What lu* had meant and said 
was that the military party cells wt're ‘lik(‘ one man' behind 
Trotsky. 'This, no doubt, was an impulsive overstatement, but it 
was not vc‘ry iar IVoin the truth. Xor had Antonov-Ovseenko 
acted illegitimately in carrying the discussion to the military 
cells. These had the same right as had the civilian c ells to take 
part in any debate and to vote on policy; and they had never 
before been denic'd this right. But whether Antonov's behaviour 
W'as or was not bc’vond reproach—'Trotsky held that he might 
have c'xercised more prudence in a delicate situation- the 
triumvirs dcTided that they could not leave him at the head of 
the army’s political department. Demotions of other critics 
followed. 'The (ieneral Secretariat, violating the statutes, dis- 
bandcTl the Central Committee* of the Cornsomol and replaced 
it by nominees.- Disci])linary reprisals were applied to other 
supporters of the opposition as wc*!!, and every imaginable 
d(*vi('e w^as used to obstruct the further progress of controversy. 

All this, however, did nc^t relieve the tension. The triumvirs 
then decided to confound the opposition by taking a leaf from 
its book. 'I’hey framed a s])ecial resolution bluntly denouncing 

^ n>id., p. 124. - 14 Sve.yl VtiP ih), p. 45^. 
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the ‘bureaucratic regime within the party’ in terms which 
sounded like a plagiarism from Trotsky and the Forty Six; and 
they proclaimed the opening of a New Course which was to 
guarantee full freedom ol* expression and criticism for party 
members. 

'rhroughout No\’ember, when Moscow was all excitement, 
Trotsky did not take ])art in the public controversy. An accident 
of ill health reduced him to silence. Late in October, during a 
week-end hunting trip to the marshy country outside Moscow, 
he had contracted a malarial infection; and he was bedridden 
with fever during these decisive months. It is curious to note 
how such accidents—first Lenin’s illness and then his own— 
contributed to the trend of events which was more solidly deter¬ 
mined by the basic factors of the situation. ‘One can foresee a 
revolution or a war’, Trotsky nmiarks in My Life^ ‘but it is im¬ 
possible to foresee the consequences of an autumn shooting trip 
for wild ducks.’* It was certainly no mean disadvantage to 
'IVotsky that at this crucial stage the use of his live voice and 
direct appeal to an audience was denied him. 

Those \^'ere hard days [his wife writes], clays of tense fighting for 
Lev Davidovicli at the Folit bureau against the rest of its members. 
He was alone and ill and had to fight them all. Because of his illnc'ss 
the Polilbureau held its meetings in our apartment; I sat in the 
adjcjining bedroom and heard his speeches. He spoke with his w'hole 
being; it seemed as if* with every sucli speech lie lost some of his 
health—he spoke with so much ‘blood’. And in reply I heard cold 
and indifferent answers. . . . After each of these meetings L.D.’s 
temperature rose. He came out of his study soaked through, and 
undressed and went to bed. His linen and clothes had to be dried as 
if he had been drenched in a rain storm.^ 

When the triumvirs decided to confound the opposition by a 
resounding proclamation of the New Course, they were anxious 
that Trotsky should endorse the proclamation. They asked him 
to put his signature next to theirs under the text they had 
plagiarized from him. He could not refuse without giving the 
party the impression that it w<is he who stood in the w^ay of its 
freedom; and he hoped that the formal inauguration of a public 
debate would at least enable him to bring into the open the 
issues over which he had wrestled with the triumvirs in the 

* Moya vol. ii, pp. ^34 IT. * Op. cit., vol. ii, p. 240. 
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secrecy of the Politburciiu. Yet he could not but suspect that he 
was being asked to endorse an empty promise. Only a few weeks 
later one of the leaders of the opposition compared this pro¬ 
clamation to the October Manifesto of 1905, that promise of 
constitutional freedoms which the last Tsar had made in a 
moment of weakness and which he withdrew as soon as his 
strength returned.' In October 1905 the young 7 Votsky, when 
he appeared for the first time bt^fon* ih(‘ revolutionary crowds of 
St. Petersburg, crumpled in his hand the Tsar’s Manifesto and 
warned the people: ‘'ro-day it has l)e(m given us and to-morrow 
it will be taken away and torn into ])iec(‘s as I am now tearing 
it into pieces, this paper-liberty, before your very eyes.’- Now, 
in 1923, he could not go out to the crowds and tear to pieces the 
‘new October Manifesto’ in front of them. It was to be pro¬ 
claimed in the name of the Politbureau of which he was a mem¬ 
ber; and he was striving to reform, not to subvert, the established 
government. So, wluai the Politbureau brought the motion on 
the New Course to his btTlside, he could only seek to introduce 
amendments designed to make the promise of inner-party free¬ 
dom as plain and emphatic as possible and thereby to commit 
the triumvirs. The Politbureau accepted all his amendments; 
and on 5 December it voted unanimously for the motion.'^ Yet, 
although he had voted in favour, 'IVotsky could not help repeat¬ 
ing after a fashion his gesture of 1905. 

Ht! did this in a lew brief* articles which he wrote for Pravda 
and which later appe-ared in his pamphlet The J\ew Course.^ 
These articles contain in a nutshell most of the ideas which at 
once became the hallmark of ''J rotskyisnr. He began with an 
essay which appeared on .j, December, the day before the Polit¬ 
bureau voted on the New Course. This was a somewhat cryptic 
attack on ‘oflicialdom’ in his own department, the army, ‘and 
—elsewhere’. 'I’he vices of oflicialdom, he wrote, show them¬ 
selves when peoi)le ‘cease to think things through; when they 
smugly employ conventional phrases without reflecting on what 
they mean; when they gi\T' the customary orders without asking 

* Sec Saproiiov’s speech in rj Konferentsya RKP (&), pp. 131-3. 

* The Prophet Arnied, pp. latJ p. 

* The text appeared in Praida on 7 December 1923. 

^ The quotations in the fbllo>viiig pages arc from llic American edition of the 
pamphlet; but the text of tho translation has been occasionally rephrased after 
comparison with the original. 
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if they arc rational; when they lake fright at every new word, 
every criticism, every initiative, every sign of independence... 
The ‘soul-uplifting’ lie was the daily bread of officialdom. It 
could be found in hisl<nies of the Red Army and of the civil war, 
where truth was sacrificed to bureaucratic legend, ‘lo read it, 
you would think that there an' only lu-rocs in our ranks; that 
every soldier burns with the desire to fight; that the ('nemy is 
always superior in numbers; that all our orders are reasonable 
and appropriate to the occasion; that the execution is always 
brilliant: and so on.' The edilVing effect ofsucli legends is itself 
a legend. The Red soldit'r would listen to them as ‘his latluT 
listened to the Lives of Sainfs: }ufit as rnagnific(‘ni and uplifting, 
but not true to life'. 

Supreme lieroism, in military art as in re\'()lutif>ii, consists of 
truthfulness and a sense of responsibility. We speak for tnithfnlness 
not from the standpoint of the abstract moralist who tt’aches that 
man must never lie or deceive his neighbour. Such idealistic talk 
is sheer hypocrisy in a class society where tluTe are antagcuiistic* 
inten'sts, struggle, and war. Military art in particular includes, as it 
must, ruse, dissimulation, surprise, and deception. Hut it is one thing 
to deceive the enemy consciously and deliberately and to do so in 
the name of a cause for which life itself is given; and another -to 
.spread injurious false information and assurances tliai *all g(.)(‘s well’ 

. . . from a spirit of sheer sycophancy. 

Then he drew a parallel between army and party, (‘specially 
between their attitudes towards tradition. The young com¬ 
munist stood in the same relation to thci Old Guard as that in 
which the military subaltern stood to his superiors. In bolli the 
party and the army the young enter a ready-made organization 
which their elders had to build from scratch. Here and th(*re 
tradition is therefore of‘vast importance’—without it there can 
be no steady progress. 

But tradition is not a rigid canon or an official manual; it cannot 
be learned by heart or accepted as gospel; not evcTything the old 
generation says can be believed merely ‘upon its word of honour’. 
On the contrary, tradition must, so to speak, be eorKjuercd l.)y in¬ 
ternal trav'ail; it must be worked out by oneself in a critical manner 
and in that way assimilated. Otherwise the whole structure will be 
built on sand. I have already spoken of the rcprc'sentatives of the 

‘ I.. Trotsky, The Aew Course, pp. 
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‘Old (jiiard’ . . . wiio impart tradition to the younir in the manner 
orFainusov [a character i'rorn classical Russian comedy |; ‘Learn by 
looking at the elders: at us, for (‘xample, or at our deceased uncle.’ 
But neither from the uncle nor from his nephews is there anything 
worth while learning. 

It is incontestable that our old cadres which liave rendered 
immortal services to the revolution enjoy very great authority in 
the eyes of the young military men. And that is excellent because it 
assures the indissoluble bond between the higher and loAV(!r com¬ 
mands and their link with the ranks. Hut f>n one condition: that the 
authority of the old does not efl’ace the persfuiality of the young and 
most certainly that it does not tcTrorize them. . . . Any man trained 
jma'ely to say ‘\'es. Sir* is a nobody. Of such p(‘(jple the old satirist 
Saltykov said: *rhey keep saying yes, yes, yes, till they get you in 
a mess,*' 

I’his was IVoisky's first attac k on the Old Guard. But it was 
couched in terms so general and allusive that very few grasped 
its meaning. 'I'he party and the* country still had no inkling of 
his differmet's with the Politburcau and ludd him to be respon¬ 
sible for oflieial policy. So much was this the case that when the 
Ibny Six, addri'ssing the cells, claimt’d that they had Trotsky's 
support, Stalin ctuild rc])ly that they had no right to do so 
because 'IVotsk)’, far from agreeing with the opposition, was one 
of the most deti rmiiK'd (lisei])linarians among the leaders.^ This, 
it seems, was th<' Iasi straw which broke Trotskv's patience. On 
8 I)( ’cember he wrote an Open l^cMter to party meetings in which 
he made clear his position.^ He described the New Course as a 
historic turning-point; but he warned the rank and file that 
some of' the leaders wer(’ alri*ady liaving second thoughts and 
trying to nullify the .\cw Course in practice. It was, he said, the 
party's task and duly to free itself from the tyranny of its own 
machine. I'he rank and file must rely solely upon themselves, 
tludr own iincK rstanding, and their own initiative and courage. 
True, the party could not dispense with its machine; and the 
machine had to w-ork in a centralized manner. But it must be 
the party's tool, and not its master; and the needs of centralism 
must be liarmonizcd and balanced with the demands of demo¬ 
cracy. ‘During this last period there was no such balance." 


* Ibid., ]). 

' I'hr ..Vi’.T (.'oursr^ pp. Hp pft. 


^ Sliilin, Sochinenva, vol. v, pp. 30 y“ 7 o. 
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‘The idea or at the very least the feeling that bureaucratism 
is threatening to get the party into a blind alley has become 
pretty general. Voices have been raised to point out the danger. 
The resolution on the New Course is the first official expression 
of the change that has taken place in the party. It will be effect- 
ivc only to the degree that the party, that is its 400,000 mem¬ 
bers, want to make it effective and succeed in this.’ Some leaders, 
afraid of this, were already arguing that the mass of mi'inbers 
was not mature enough to enable the party to govern itself 
democratically. But it was precisely the bureaucratic tutelage 
that prevented the mass from growing politically mature. It was 
right 'to make astringent demands upon those who want to 
enter the party and slay in it’; but once they have been admitted 
they must be free to exercise all rights reser\'cd for members. 
He then explicitly appealed to the young to assert thernseUes 
and not to regard the Old Guard’s authority as absolute. Tt is 
only by constant active collaboration with the yenmg, within 
the framework of democracy, that the Old Guard can preserve 
the Old Guard as a revolutionary iketor.’ Otherwise it will 
ossify and degenerate into a bureaucracy. 

This was the first time that Trotsky confronted the Old Guard 
with the charge, still strongly qualified, of ‘bureaucratic de¬ 
generation’. He supported the charge by a telling analogy; he 
recalled the process by which the Old Guard of the Second 
International had become transformed from a revolutionary 
into a reformist force and surrendered its greatness and historic 
mission to its own party machines. But Bolshevism was threatened 
not only by a divorce between generations. Even more menac¬ 
ing was the divorce between the party and the working class. 
Only 15 or 16 per cent, of the entire membership consisted of 
factory workers. He demanded ‘an increasingly large flow into 
the party of working-class elements’; and he concluded his 
Letter with this tempestuous war cry: 

Away with passive obedience, with mechanical levelling by the 
authorities, with suppression of personality, w^ith servility, and with 
careerism! A Bolshevik is not merely a disciplined man: he is a man 
w'ho in each case and on each question forges a firm opinion of his 
own and defends it courageously and independently not only against 
his enemies but inside his own party. To-day perhaps he will be in 
a minority... he will submit . . . but this does not always signify 
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that lie is ill the wrong. P(‘rhaps he has seen or has understood a new 
task or the necessity o(*a turn earlier than others have done. He will 
persistcnily raise the cjuestion a second, a third, a tenth lime, if need 
lie. Thereby he will render his party a ser\ucc helping it to meet the 
new task fully armed, or to carry out the necessary turn without 
organic uphea\'al and without factional convulsions.* 

This was the crux of th(‘ matter. I I<‘ put forward the idea of a 
party which allowed the lieedom of various trends of thought in 
its midst as long as these were compatible with its programme; 
and lie opposc'd this id(!a to the conception of the monolithic 
party wdiich the triumvirs had already advanced as behinging 
to the essence of Bolshevism. Of course', the party must not be 
‘chopped up into factions’; but factionalism’ was only an ex¬ 
treme and morbid reaction against th(' cxc(‘ssive ccmtralism and 
the domineering attitude of the bureaucracy. It could not be 
uprooted as long as its cause persisted. And so it was necessary 
to ‘renew the j^arty apparatus’, to ‘re])lace the mummified 
bureaucrats by irt'sh elemi'nts w^ho are in close touch with the 
life of the party as a whole’, and, above all, to remove Irom 
the leading ])osts ‘those who, at the first w'ord of criticism, of 
objection, or of protest, brandish the thunderbolts of penalties 
. . . the New' Course must begin by making every one feel that 
from now on nobody will dare teirorize the parly’. 

I'hus, after a delay of nearly nine months, he threw" at last, 
alone, the bombshell he had hoped to explode together with 
Lenin at the twelfth congress. The delay was fatal. Stalin had 
already carried out the overhaul of the party machine and had 
placed his and to a lesser extent Zinoviev’s subordinates at 
every sensitive spot, in every branch ol* the organization. By 
insinuation, obloquy, and stage-wiiisper he had prepared them 
thoroughly for the expected clash with Trotsky. And now" he 
moved the phalanx of his secretaries into action. 

When Trotsky’s Letter w"as read out at the party meetings, 
pandemonium broke loose. Many received the Letter as the 
message for which they had long waited, the inspiring call from 
the great revolutionary w"ho had at last turned his back upon 
the Pharisees and placed himself once again at the head of the 
humble and the humiliated. Even members of the opposition 
groups against w'hom he had only recently acted as counsel for 
* 77 /f New Course^ p. 94. 
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the prosecution responded with fervour, and acknowledged that 
even in his se\'crity towards them he had been guided only by 
pure and high-minded motives. *VVe address ourselves to you. 
Comrade IVotsky", wrote one of tlieni, ‘as to tin* leader ol* lln* 
Russian Communist Party and of the Communist International 
whose revolutionary thought has n'lnained alien to easi(‘ (‘x- 
clusiven(‘ss and narrow-mindedness.' ‘I apj)roach you, Comradt' 
Trotsky’, wrote another, ‘as one ol the leaders of Soviet Russia 
to whom considerations of political revenge are alien.’* But 
many a Bolshe\ ik was stunned by the sornbi e picture of tlie 
party he had drawn and by his harsh language; and some were 
outraged by what they considered to be an unprovoked insult 
to the parly, if not a stab in its back. Everywhere, the secretaritvs 
led and organized this latter section of Bolshevik opinion, 
exacerbated it, excited it to the utmost, and gavi‘ to it a weight 
which was out of proportion to its real strength, placing at its 
disposal all means of expression, most olThe time reserved lor 
debates at meetings, and most ol‘ the discussion columns in 
leading newspapers and in local bulletins and sheets which 
played an enormous ])art in forming o])inic>n in tin* provinces. 

At the branch me(‘tings the opposition's adh(*rents often over¬ 
whelmed the party machine by their numb(*rs and articulate¬ 
ness. But when tin* branch meetings with all their sound and 
fury w ere over, it w as the secretaries w ho sjK)ke on behalf’of the 
branches, who handh'd the resolutions adopted, and w'ho de¬ 
cided w hether to suppress them or not, and, if not, how much 
currency to givt* them. Once a s(*crctary had been confronted 
with the unmanageable temper of one meeting he prepared 
carefully for the next meeting, packed it wath his men, and t uled 
out or silenced the opposition. 

The d<*baie was to be concluded by the holding of the thir¬ 
teenth party conference. The j^reparations for the conference 
were also in the hands of' the secretaries. 'Ihr election of dele¬ 
gates w’as indirect and proceeded through several stages. At 
every stage the secretaries checked how many of the sympa¬ 
thizers of the opposition were elected; and they saw to it that 
they were eliminated at the next stage. It w'as never disclosed 
how many votes WT^re cast for the opposition in the primary 

* Yaroslavsky quoted these letters at the thirteenth party conferenre with the 
intention to discredit Trotsky, /y KonfererUsyn HKP {h), p. 123. 
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cells of Moscow. The Forty Six claimed, without meeting with 
denial, that at the regional conference, which was the tier above 
the primary cells, they had obtained not kss than 36 per cent, 
of'the vote; y(*t at the gubernia conference, the next tier, that 
p(Tcentag(‘ dwindled to 18. 'I'he opposition concluded that, if 
its represcuitalion had b«H n whittled down in th(‘ sami' proj)or- 
tion all tlu* way ftoni tin* primary to the final elections, then 
lh(‘opposition had behind it the great niajority of the Moscow 
organization J 'riiis was almost certainly true, but the secn-taries 
were on lop of the majority. 

'Flu* triumvirs wi re anxious to bring the contest to a speedy 
conclusion. I'lnw ri'plied to Trotsky's Letter with a deafening 
barrage of counier-accusations. It was, tlu'v said, disloyal on 
IVotsky's part to vote with tin* whole of ih(‘ Politbureau for the 
.New Cloiirse and th(‘n tr) cast aspersion upon the Polilbureau's 
intentions. It was criminal to incite the \oung against the Old 
Guard, th(‘ repository of revolutionary virtui* and tradition. It 
was wicked of him to try and turn the mass of the party against 
the machine, I’or ('\'er\’ good old Bolshe\ ik was aware how much 
importance the parly had always atlai hed to its machine and 
with how much care and deviuion it had surrounded it. He 
(‘ipiivocaletl over the ban on factions: he knew that the ban was 
essential to the party's unity and did not dare to demand plainly 
that it bc‘ revoked; but he sought to sap it surreptitiously. He 
})layed I’alse when he described the party regime as bureaucratic; 
and he j)layed with file when hv arouseil an exaggiTated and 
dangerous af)]?etite for democracy in the masses. Hi' pretended 
to speak for the workers, but played up to the students and the 
intelligentsia, that is to the petty bourgeois gallery. He spoke 
about the rights and responsibility of the rank and file only to 
cover up his own irresponsibility,y«//c de grandeur, and frustrated 
dictatorial ambition. His hatred of the ])arty machine, his contu¬ 
melious attitude towards the Old Guard, his reckless individual¬ 
ism, his disrespect for Bolshevik tradition, yes, and his notorious 
‘underestimation’ of the peasantry —all this clearly indicated 
that at heart he had remained something of a stranger in the 
party, an alien to Leninism, an unreformed semi-Menshevik. 
Agri'cing to become the mouthpiece of all the disparate oppo¬ 
sition groups, he had set himself up as the chief, even if 

* Ibid., pp. eji-J- 
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unconscious, agent of all the petty bourgeois elements which 
pressed upon the party from all sides, seeking to breach its unity 
and to inject into it their own moods, prejudices, and pre¬ 
tensions.* 

In the long history of inner-party oppositions none had been 
weighed down by so heavy a load of accusations and none had 
been ground down so remorselessly by the party machine as was 
the 1923 Opposition. By comparison the Workers’ Opposition 
had been treated fairly, almost generously; and the oppositions 
which had been active before 1921 had as a rule enjoyed 
unrestricted freedom of ('xpression and organization. What 
accounted for the vehemence and fury with which the party 
machine now bore down upon its chief critic? 

I'hc triumvirs were not able to meet Trotsky on his own 
ground, in fair argument. His attack was all too dangerous: his 
Open Letter and his few articles on the New Course rang out 
like powerful bells arousing alarm, anger, and militancy. Yet, 
the triumvirs resorted not merely to falsification and suppres¬ 
sion. They also exposed and made the most of the weaknesses 
and inconsistencies, real or apparent, in Trotsky’s attitude. 
Throughout he took his stand on the Bolshevik monopoly of 
power; and much more i)ersuasively than the triumvirs did he 
call on the party to guard it as the sole guarantee of the revolu¬ 
tion’s survival; and he reaffirmed his own desire to defend it and 
to consolidate it. He objected only to the monopoly of power 
which the Old Guard obtained within the party and exercised 
through the machine. It W'as not difficult for his adversaries to 
demonstrate that the latter was the necessaiy sequel to the 
former, and that the party could maintain its monopoly only by 
delegating it to the Old Guard. Irotsky argued that the 400,000 
members should be trusted to exercise their judgement and 
allowed to have their full share in shaping policy. Why then, his 
adversaries asked, had the party, under Lenin’s inspiration and 
with Trotsky’s consent, denied the mass of members that trust 
in recent years? Was it not because the party had been in¬ 
filtrated by alien elements, cx-Mensheviks, turncoats, and even 
N.E.P. men? Had not even some authentic Bolsheviks become 

* See, for instance, Stalin's replies in Sochirtenya, vol, v, pp. 3^3 7, and vol. vi, 
pp. 
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alienated from their comrades and corrupted by power and 
privilege? Trotsky stated that the purge in which hundreds of 
thousands had been expelled should have sufficiently purified 
the party and restored its integrity, but had not Lenin and the 
Central Committee stated repeatedly that this was not so? Had 
they not foreshadowed new and periodical purges? Had they 
all not agreed with Zinoviev that it was inevitable that the 
party should, because of its monopoly, comprise ‘unconscious 
Mensheviks’ and ‘unconscious Social Revolutionaries’? No 
single purge could eliminate these alien elements, let alone the 
immature ones. Expelled, they w<'re bound to reappear: they 
entered the party in good faith and bad with every group of new 
entrants. Afler it had been found necessary to expel one third 
of the membersliip in one year, how could ‘the party’ trust the 
judgement of the mass and allow it to exercise full rights? 

Trotsky protested against the irrational self-suppression of 
Bolshevism which, howe\*er, followed ineluctably from the 
suppression by Bolshevism of all its enemies. If free competition 
of’political trends within the parly were to be tolerated, would 
that not allow the ‘unconscious Mensheviks' to become articu¬ 
late, to form a definite body of opinion, and to split the party? 
The monolithic system kept the heterogeneous mass unconscious 
of its heterogeneity and inarticulate; and thus it mechanically 
assured unity. Some of the more sophisticated adherents of the 
triumvirs saw that the dangers to which Trotsky pointed w ere 
real enough: the Old Guard might degenerate; and the mono¬ 
lithic system was bound to breed discontent and arouse sporadic 
revulsion which might also lead to schisms. But the party had 
to face perils whichever road it chose. Under monolithic control 
at least no schismatic movement could spread as easily as it 
could in a democratically ruled organization. The party machine 
would spot it in time, nip it in the bud, and keep the rest of the 
party more or less immune. 

In other words, the party w^as in danger of losing its pro¬ 
letarian-socialist outlook, in danger of‘degeneration’, no matter 
whether it entrusted its future to the mass of members or to 
the Old Guard. The predicament arose from the fact that the 
majority of the nation did not share the socialist outlook, that 
the working class was still disintegrated, and that, the revolution 
having failed to spread to the West, Russia had to fall back. 
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materially and spiritually, on her own resources, 'riie possibility 
of'degeneration' was inherent in this situation; and what re¬ 
mained to be determined was whether its chief source lay in the 
heterog(‘neous mass of mt'rnbers or in the Old Guard. It was 
only natural that th(‘ Old Guard, or rather its majority, should 
trust its own socialist tradition and character inlinitely more 
than it trusted the judgement and the political instincts of the 
400,000 nominal ])arty members. True, I rotsky did not ask the 
Old Guard to elface itsell'—he urg(‘d it to maintain its authority 
by democratic methods. But the Old Guaid did not I’cel - and 
it was probably right in this—that it could do this. It was 
afraid of taking the risk; and it had a vest(‘d interest in ])re- 
serving its acquired political privileg(‘s. 

The reform within the ])arty which Trotsky adMu aled could 
be upheld as the first act in the restoration of those fi ee Soviet 
institutions which the party had sought to establish in 1917, as 
the beginning, that is, oi'a return to a workers’ democracy and 
of the gradual dismantling of the single-party systc'in. This idea 
was not far from I’rotsky’s mind;’ but h(‘ did not voice it— 
either because he took it for granted but did not believe that 
the time had come to cjuestion and to weaken th(‘ singl(‘-|)arty 
system; or because he did not wish to lay himself oj)en to 
fresh and damaging charges and to complicati' the controxersy 
needlessly. Probably both these motive's played th(‘ir part. In 
effect, however, he claimed for the Bolsheviks a twofold ])rivi- 
lege: the monopoly of fr(*edom as w ell as the monopoly of powei*. 
These two privileges were incornpalilde. If the Bolsheviks wished 
to preserve their power they had to sacrifice their freedom. 

There was a further weakness in Trotsky’s attitude. He urged 
the party to preserve its proletarian-socialist outlook. At the 
same time he pointed out that workers from the bench formed 
only a small minority— one-sixth of'the party's membershij). 
The majority consisted of industrial managers, civil servants, 
army officers, commissars, party officials, &c. (Some of these 
were of proh'tarian origin, but they were becoming more and 
more assimilated to the professional bureaucracy which the 
Soviets had inherited from Tsardorn.) It was thusprc'cisely under 
the rule of inner-party democracy that the influence' of the 

* Se*" Trotsky’s rfrniarks rjn the srerrt votr in the USSR in a ‘Urtirr to Friciuls' 
of 21 October The Archil es. 
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workers was bound to be negligible and that the bureaucratic 
elements were bound to retain the upper hand. Trotsky there¬ 
fore urged the party to recruit more workers and to ‘strengthen 
its proletarian cells’. But he also insisted that the party should 
proceed cautiously and regulate carefully the admission of new 
members from the working class lest it be swamped by a politi¬ 
cally raw and uncivilizc'd mass.* This state of affairs appeared 
highly paradoxical from whicheviT* angle it was approached. 
The application of democratic rules could not render the party 
dtinocratic because* it could only strengthen its bureaucracy; 
and the party could not become more enlightenc^d and socialist 
in spirit by opening the doors widely to the working class. 

In what then did the party’s proletarian outlook consist? It 
would be easy to conclude that the Bolshevik leaders, including 
Trotsky, dealt in a mythology which bore no rt‘lation to the 
party’s social composition and to its real attitude to the working 
classes. Inner Bolshevik controversy was indeed conducted, at 
least in part, in quasi-mythological terms, reflecting that substi- 
tutism which had led the party (and then the Old Guard) to 
consid(T itself as the locum teneus of tlu‘ working class. Neither 
side to the controversy could frankly and fully admit the sub¬ 
stitution. Neither could say that they were condemned to pur¬ 
sue the proletarian ideal of socialism w ithout the support of the 
proletariat — such an avowal would have been incompatible with 
the wdiolc tradition of Marxism and Bolshevism. They had to 
construct elaborate arguments and a peculiar and ambiguous 
idiom with its owm conventions designed to veil and to explain 
away this sad stat(’ of aflairs. The triumvirs wTre the w^orse sin¬ 
ners in this respect: and the mythology of substitutism finally 
congealed into the rigid cults of latter-day Stalinism. But even 
'I rotsky, while h(! sought to reverse in part the process of sub¬ 
stitution and struggled to tear to shreds the thickening fabric of 
the new mythology, could not help being entangled in it.- 

* 'I’he .\cw Course, ]jp. ‘jur ui. 

^ 'I'hus, referring to analogies between Bolshevism and Jacobinism, made by 
Mensheviks and liberals, as *superticial and inconsistt'nC, Trotsky wrote that the 
fall of the Jacobins had been caused by the social immaturity of their following and 
that the situation of the Bolsheviks was *incom])arably more favourable’ in this 
respect. ’The proletariat forms the. nucleus as well as the left wing of the [Russian] 
revolution. . . . The proletariat is politically so strotiff that while permitting, within 
limits, a new bourgeoisie to form itself it enables the peasantry to participate . . . 
directly in the exercize oj state power' Ibid., p. 40. (My italics, 1. D.) 

B 7527 K 
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In truth, the Bolslu'vik bureaucracy was already the only 
organized and politically active force in society and state alike. 
It had appropriated the political power which had slipped from 
the hands of the working class; and it stood above all social 
classes and was politically independent of them all. And yet the 
party’s socialist outlook was not a mere myth. It was not only 
that the Bolshevik bureaucracy subjectively saw itself as the ex¬ 
ponent of socialism and that it cultivated, in its own nianni'r, 
the tradition of proletarian revolution. Objectively, too, by the 
force of circumstances, it had to work as the chief agent and 
promoter of the country's development towards collectivism. 
What ultimately governed the behaviour and the policies of the 
bureaucracy was the fact that it was in charge of the publicly 
owned industrial resources of the Soviet Union. It represented 
the interests of the ‘socialist sector' of the (‘conomy against thos(^ 
of the ‘private sector’, rather than tht^ specilic interests oi* any 
social class; and only to the extent to which the general interest 
of the ‘socialist sector’ coincided with ih(‘ gi'ueral or ‘historic’ 
interest of the working class, could tin* Bolslun ik bureaucracy 
claim to act on behall* of that class. 

The ‘socialist sector’ had its owm claims and its owm logic of 
dc'vciopment. Its first claim was that it should be made secure 
against wholesale restoration of capitalism and even against a 
partial but massive rcintrusion of private enterprise. Its logic of 
development required planning and coordination of all the 
publicly owmed branches of the economy and their rapid expan¬ 
sion. I'he alternath c was contraction and decay. Expansion had 
to proceed, at least in part, at the cost of the ‘private sector’, 
through the absorption of its resources. This was to lead to con¬ 
flict between the state and private property; and in this con¬ 
flict the Bolshevik bureaucracy could not but side ultimately 
with the ‘socialist sector’. True, even then it could not achieve 
socialism; for that presupposed economic abundance, high pop¬ 
ular standards of living, of education, and of general civiliza¬ 
tion, the disappearance! of striking social contrasts, the cessation 
of domination of man by man, and a spiritual climate corre¬ 
sponding to this general transformation of society. But to the 
Marxist the nationalized economy was the essential pnrrcquisite 
of socialism, its genuine foundation. It was quite conceivable 
that even on that foundation the edifice of socialism might not 
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rise; but it was unthinkable that it should rise without it. It was 
this foundation of socialism that the Bolshevik bureaucracy 
could not but defend. 

At the point our narrative has reached, in the years 1923 -4, 
the Bolshevik bureaucracy was only dimly aware ol the nature 
of the interest to which it was tied. It was embarrassed and 
puzzled, as it were, by its owm unpnTcdented command over the 
nation’s industrial resources; and it did not quite know how' to 
exercise it. It regarded uru‘asily, even fearlully, the proptTly- 
loving i)easantry; and it was momentarily even inclined to give 
more weight to llie claims of the latt('r than to those ol’ the 
'socialist sector'. Only after a series of' shocks and internal 
struggles was the Bolshevik bureaucracy to be driven to identify 
itself exclusively and irrevocably ^vith the ‘socialist sector and 
its iu*eds. 

It was 'I’rolsk) \s peculiar fate that even wliile he declared war 
on the political pretensions and the arrogance of the bureau¬ 
cracy, he had to try and awaken it to its ‘historic mission'. His 
advocacy of piimitive socialist accumulation aimed at this. Yet 
such accumulation, in the circumstances under which it was to 
take i)lace, could hardly be reconciled with the workers' demo¬ 
cracy. 'I’he workers could not be exj)ect(‘d to surrender volun¬ 
tarily ‘Ijalf their wag(‘s' to the state, as I'rolsky urged them to do, 
in order to promote national investment. 'I'lie stati‘ could take 
‘half tlieir wages’ only by force; and to do this it had to deprive 
th(*in oi* every means of' protest and to destroy tlu! last vestiges 
of a workers’ democracy. I'he two aspects of the programme 
which Trotsky exjM)unded in i()23 were to prove incoin])atible 
in the near future; and therein lay the fundamental weakness 
of'his yjosilion. The bureaucracy raged furiously against one part 
of his programme, the one which claimed a workers' democracy; 
but after much resistance, hesitation, and delay, it was to carry out 
the other part which spoke of primitive socialist accumulation. 

At the turn of the year, while preparations for the thirteenth 
conference and the drive against tlu' opposition wen! in full 
swing, Trotsky’s health deteriorated. His fever persisted and he 
suflered from physical exhaustion and depression. He began to 
be overcome by a sense of approaching defeat. 'Flu' campaign 
against him with its relentless barrage of accusations, distortions, 



132 


THE PROPHET UNARMED 


and tricks, still seemed to him almost unreal; yet it induced in 
him a feeling of helplessness. He could only argue his case, but 
his argument was drowned in the hubbub. (Even the publica¬ 
tion of The New Course was delayed by the public presses so that 
the pamphlet could not reach the cells before the opening of th(‘ 
thirteenth conference.) His mood alternated between tension 
and apathy. And so when his doctors told him to leave frost- 
bound Moscow—the winter was exceptionally severe that year 
—and to take a cure on the Caucasian coast of the Black Sea, 
this was for him an opportunity ol‘ escaping the oppressive 
atmosphere of the capital.* 

He was getting ready for the journey when, on 16 January 
1924, the thirteenth conference was opened. The triumvirs pre¬ 
pared a resolution blusteringly denouncing Trotsky and the Forty 
Six as guilty of a 'petty bourgeois deviation from I.eninisin’. 
The proceedings were taken up almost wholly by this question. 
In Trotsky's absence, Pyatakov, Preobrazhensky, V. Smirnov, 
and Radek argued the opi)osition's case. The triumvirs and their 
adherents replied with much venom; and their replies lilled tlu^ 
newspapers. The outcome w^as a fon'gone conclusion. So 
thoroughly had the General Secretariat manipulated the elec¬ 
tions that only three votes were cast against the motion con¬ 
demning Trotsky. Even in the light of the accounts of the 
opposition’s influence which Zinoviev’s and Stalin’s adherents 
gave at the conference, this vote was so ludicrously false that it 
should have had the effect of a bad and insolent joke.^ But the 
triumvirs deliberately disregarded all the proprieties of normal 
political behaviour. Their purpose was to impress upon the 
party that they would stop at nothing and that all resistance W'iis 
useless. The cells now knew^ that no matter how^ much they 

* A bulletin on 'IVolsky’s health, signed by Semashko, the C^oinmissar ofHcralth, 
and five Krt^rnlin doctors, spoke of influcn 7 .a, catarrh in the upper respiratory 
organs, enlargement of bronchial glancb, persistent fever (not exceeding 38'' C.), 
loss of weight and appetite, and reduced capacity for work. The doctor con¬ 
sidered it necessary to release the patient from ail duties, and to advdse him to 
leave Moscow and take a 'climatic care for at least two months'. I’hc bulletin, 
signed on 21 December 1923, appeared in Pravda on 8 January 1924. 

^ According to Rykov, Pyatakov obtained a majority vr)te for the Opposition's 
motions at all party cells in Mtjscow which he addressed. {13 Konferentsya RKP (b), 
pp. 83-91.) Yaroslax'sky stated that one-tliird of the military jiarty cells ol Moscow 
had voted for the Opposition before the discussion in the garrison was stoppc'd, 
and that the majority of student cells had done the same. Ibid., pp. 123-G. 
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Stormed or protested, they had no chance of making the slightest 
imprint on official decisions. This alone was enough to show up 
the impotence (jf the opposition and to spread despondency in 
its ranks. 

On 18 January, without wailing for the verdic t, Trotsky set 
off on a slow journey to the south, 'fliree days later his train 
halted at llflis. There, while the train was l)eing shunted, he 
received a code message from Stalin informing him of Lenin’s 
death. The blow hit Trotsky as if it had come suddenly—to the 
( iid Lenin’s doctors, and Trotsky even more than they, had be¬ 
lieved that they would save Lenin's life. With difficulty he jotted 
down for the newspapc'rs a brief message mourning the deceased 
leader. ‘Lenin is no more. Tlu'se words foil upon our mind as 
heavily as a giant rock falls into the sea.’^ The last flicker of the 
hope that Lenin would return, undo the triumvirs’ work, and 
tear up their denunciatory n^solutions, was extinguished. 

For a moment Trotsky wondered whether he should not 
return to M<»s('ow.^ He got in touch with Stalin and asked for 
advice. Stalin told him that he w-ould not be back in time for 
the funeral next day and counselled him to stay and proceed 
with the cure. In fact, Lenin’s funeral took place several days 
later, on 27 January. Stalin had, ol'eours(*, his reasons for keep¬ 
ing Trotsky away during the elaborate ct remonics in the course 
of which the triumvirs presented themselves to the world as 
Lenin's successors. From Tiflis, Trotsky, his head spinning with 
fever, procec'ded to the sea-side resort of Sukhum. There, in 
semi-tropical sunshine, amid palms, flowering mimosas, and 
camellias, he lay many a long day on the veranda of a sana¬ 
torium and recollected in solitude the strange fortunes of his 
association with Lenin, the friendship with which Lenin first 
nxeived him in I,ondon in 1902, their subseqiuTit sharp dis¬ 
agreements, their eventual reunion, and the stormy and trium¬ 
phant years during which they stood together at the helm of the 
revolution. It was as if the triumphant part of himself had to¬ 
gether with Lenin gone down to the gra\T. 

More recollections, fever, darkness, loneliness. A warm mes¬ 
sage from Lenin’s weak and disconsolate widow now brought a 
crumb of comfort to the man whose prowess and power had only 
so recently amazed the world: she wrote that, just before he 
* Trotsky, 0 Lcnim, j)]). 166-8. * Moya vol. ii, p. 250. 
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died, Lenin had reread the charaettT sketch of him Trotsky had 
written and was visibly moved by it, especially by the com¬ 
parison Trotsky had drawn between him and Marx; and she 
wished I’rolsky to know tliat Lenin had j^reserved to tlu' end the 
friendly sentiment which he had shown him at their first meet¬ 
ing in London.* 

Then gloom returned; and the sick man’s imagination fed 
again on recollections, until a letter from his son I.yova jerked 
him back to the troubles of the day. Lyova described tlu‘ great 
theatrically staged fuiK'ral in Moscow and tlu^ procession of 
huge crowds to Lenin's bier; and he exprt‘ssed anguislu'd 
astonisliment at his father's absence. 

Only no\v, it st'ems, as he read the disheartened letter from 
his adolescent son did it occur to Trotsky that he might have 
made a mistake Avhen Ik' did not return to Moscow. The multi¬ 
tudes which inarched past L('nin’s l)i(‘r watch(‘d tensely the 
members of the Politlinreau who stood guard over it and noted 
'I'rotsky’s absence. I'iicir imagination had be<‘n fired by th(‘ 
symbolism of the ceremonies; and in this mood they wondcrcTl 
why he was not tluTc. AVas it perhaps because of the differemee 
which, according to the triumvirs, had separatc'd him from ilu' 
deceased man and because of his '|)etty bourgeois deviation 
from Leninism'? 

Trotsky’s absence did not inendy breed rumour and gossip 
in Moscow. It left the field free to his adversaries. This was a 
time of intense activity in the Kremlin and of important de¬ 
cisions. The succession to Lenin in government as widl as party 
was being settled in the most formal manner. Rykov took 
Lenin’s place as Predsovnarkom^ chairman f)f the Council of the 
People’s Commissars; and Rykov’s place at the Suprcmi' Coun¬ 
cil of the National Economy was tak(‘n by Dzerzhinsky. (Rykov 
was appointed Fredsovyiarkom because he had been L(‘nin’s 
deputy—bad Trotsky accepted the deputy’s post, it would 
hav(! been difficult to promote Rykov over his h('ad.) Then 
the triumvirs made a new and more determined attempt to ob¬ 
tain control of the Commissariat of War. 7 ’hey dismissed from 

* Many y^ars latrr, alYfr I’rotsky had been cxilr’d, Krupskaya told Cf)iint M. 
Kirolyi and his wife: ‘He [TrotskyJ loved Vladimir Ilyich very deeply; on learning 
of his death he i'aintcd and did not recover lor two hours'. Aletnoirs of Afichael 
Kdrolyi, p. 
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the Gommissarjat Sklyansky, Trotsky’s drvot(‘d assistant, and 
sent a special delet^ation to Sukhum to inform Trotsky that 
Frunze, who was Zinoviev’s adh(‘rent, would take Sklyansky’s 
place—a year later Frunze was to succeed Trotsky himself as 
Commissar of War. 'I'he Politbureau and the Central Com¬ 
mittee were also giving (‘ffect to the d(‘cisions of the thirteenth 
conference directed against the opposition: still more adherents 
of the o])posilion were dismissed, demoted, or reprimanded. 
The propaganda d(‘partment worked full blast to establish that 
cult of i.enin under which Lenin's writings were to be quoted 
as Gosj)(‘l against all dissent and criticism, the cult which was 
d(‘signed primarily as an ‘ideological weapon’ against Trot¬ 
skyism. 

And, last but not least, the triumvirs stoleyet more of Trotsky’s 
thunder. He had dwelt on th<‘ weakness of the ‘proletarian cells’ 
as the chief cause of the party’s bun^aucratie deformation and 
had urg(‘d the parly to recruit incut* mc'inbers from the working 
class. T’liis (Ic'mand had undoubtedly gained him sympathy 
among workers. 'The triumvirs resolved to open at onct' a 
.spectacular rceruiling drive in the factories. But while Trotsky 
had advised a carc'fiil scdeclion, thc'y decided to recruit e 7 i masse^ 
to accept any worker who can*d to join, and to waive all custom¬ 
ary tests and conditions. At the thirteenth conference* they 
recommendc'd the r(*cruitmenl at a stroke of 100,000 workers. 
After Lc'iiin's death they threw open the doors of the parly even 
widt'r: between February and May 1924. 240,000 workers were 
inscribc'd.* This was a mockery of the Bolshevik principle of 
organization which required that, as the elite and vanguard of 
the proletariat, the party should acc(*pt only the politically ad¬ 
vanced and the battle hardened. Among the mass of new en¬ 
trants, the politically immature, the backward, the dullmindcd 
and the docile, the climbei's, and the nest-fealherers, formed a 
considerable proportion. The triumvirs hectically motioned the 
newcomers on to the band wagon, patted them on the back, 
flattered them, and exalted the keen and infallible class instinct 
and class consciousness that had brought them into the party. 

This recruitment—the ‘Lenin levy’—was presented as the 
spontaneous homage of the working class to Lenin and as the 
parly’s rejuvenation. The triumvirs WTre in effect saying to 

* See Molotov's report on the ‘L(*nin Levy" in 77 Syerjl RKP (&), pp. f,i(i IT. 
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Trotsky: ‘you thought you would endear yourself to the workers 
by playing them against the bureaucrats and by arguing that 
the proletarian element in the party should be strengthened. 
We have strengthened it, and we have done so without any of 
your scruples—we have wheedled a quarter of a million workers 
into the party. And what is the result? Has the party thereby 
become ennobled, more democratic, or more proletarian- 
socialist in outlook? Has bureaucracy been weakened?’ The 
‘Lenin levy’ in fact supplied the triumvirs with a dc\'otcd 
clientele lo which they presently appealed in the struggle against 
the opposition. Trotsky was aware w^hat this demagogic ex¬ 
ploitation of his idea meant; but he could not utter a ^vord 
against the ‘Lenin levy*. Had he done so, he would have been 
howled down as the enemy of the workcTs and as the hypocrite 
who at first pretended that he longed to sec more proletarians in 
the party, but who now betrayed his fear of them and his true 
petty bourgeois nature. He made me bonne mine an matwais jeu\ 
and he even chimed in with the official eulogies for the Lcrnin 
levy.^ 

Trotsky’s moody aloofness at a moment so critical for his and 
the party’s fortunes w^as, of course, in some measure caused by 
his illness. Yet even more debilitating was his heeling that the 
tide was running against him. This was an unfathomed tide, 
and he tried to gauge and assess it in Marxist terms. He con¬ 
cluded that the revolution was on the ebb and that he and his 
friends were being hit by a groundswell of reaction. The nature 
of the reaction was confused and confusing: it looked like, and 
up to a point it was, a prolongation of the revolution. He was 
convinced that it was his duty to resist; but he did not sec clearly 
by what means to resist and what were the prospects. It was a 
turbid and a slimy tide that threw^ him back. None of the great 

* In a spprch at Tiflis (on ii April 1924) Trotsky said: ‘Tlir most important 
political fact of the last few months .. . has been the influx of factory workers into 
the ranks of our party. This is the best form in which [the working class] ... demon¬ 
strates its will. . . and votes confidence in the Russian Communist Party. . . . T'his 
is a true, reliable, and infallible test... far more genuine than any parliamentary 
election.* (Quoted from Trotsky, Z^pad i Vostok, p. 27.) Looking back on this ‘test* 
twelve years later, Trotsky wrote: *Availing itself of the death of Lenin, the ruling 
group announced a “I.K!ninist levy”. . . . The political aim of this manoeuvre was 
to dissolve the revolutionary vanguard in raw [inexperienced and met k] human 
material.... The scheme was successful... the “Leninist levy” was a death blow 
to the party of Lenin.’ The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 97- 98. 
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issues over which they wrestled at the Polilbureau could be 
made to stand out in clear outline. Everything was blurred. The 
greatest issues were dragged down to the level of sordid intrigue. 
Had he, as his adversaries claimt'd, coveted personal power, 
he would have behaved quite differently, of course. But in his 
whole b(‘ing he shrunk from the scramble; and half-consciously 
perhaps he was glad to escape from it into his mc^lancholy lone- 
somcncss in the (laucasus. 

In the spring his health was improved and he was back in 
Moscow. The party was just getting ready for the thirteenth 
congress convened in May. The Central Committee and senior 
delegates nn t on 22 May to acquaint themselves with Lenin\s 
will which had liitluTto been in Krupskaya’s k(‘(‘ping. The 
reading of the will had the effect of a bolt from the blue. Those 
present listened in utter perplexity to the passage in which 
Lenin castigated Stalin’s rudeness and disloyalty and urged the 
parly to n^move him from the General Seen tariat. Stalin seemed 
crushed. Once again his fortunes trembled in the balance. Amid 
all the worshipping of* Lenin’s memory, amid the endless genu¬ 
flexions and vows to ‘hold Lenin's word sacred’, it seemed in- 
conc(‘ivable that the party should disregard Lenin’s advice. 

But once again Stalin was saved by the trustfulness of his 
future victims. Zinoviev and Kamenev, who held his fate in their 
hands, rushed to his rescue. They implored their comrades to 
leave him in his post. They used all their zeal and histrionic 
talents to persuade them that whatever Lenin held Stalin 
guilty of, the ofh'ncc was not grave and that Stalin had made 
ample amends. I.enin’s word was sacred, Zinoviev exclaimed, 
but Lenin himself, if he could have witnessed, as they all had, 
Stalin’s sincere efforts to mend his ways, would not have urged 
the party to remove him. (In fact, Stalin’s embarrassment suited 
Zinoviev w^ho was already afraid of him, but did not dare to 
break the partnership. Zinoviev hoped to earn Stalin’s gratitude 
and to put himself back into the position of the senior triumvir.) 

All eyes were now fixed on Trotsky: would he rise, expose the 
farce, and demand that Lenin’s will be respected? He did not 
utter a word. He conveyed his contempt and disgust at the 
spectacle only through expressive grimaces and shoulder shrug¬ 
ging, He could not bring himself to speak out on a matter 
in which his own standing was so obviously involved. It w’as 
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resolved lo disregard Lenin's advice on Stalin. But if so, then 
Lenin’s will could not be published; for it would show up and 
render ridiculous all the mummeries of the Lenin cult. Against 
Krupskaya’s protest the Central Committee voted by an over¬ 
whelming majority for the suppression of* the will. To the end 
Trotsky, as though numb and frozen with detestation, kept his 
silence. ‘ 

In the last W(*(‘k of May the thirteenth congress assembled. 
The triumvirs asked it to repeat with bell, book, and candle the 
anathema on Trotsky which the less authoritative conference 
had pronounced in January. The congress turned into an orgy 
of denunciation. Zinoviev fum(‘d and fulminated: Tt was now 
a thousand times more necessary than ever that the party 
should be monolithic.’- Months before he had urged his part¬ 
ners to order 'Lrotsky’s expulsion from the party and (*ven 
arrest; but Stalin cool-headedly refused to comply and hastened 
to declare in Pravda that no action was contemplated against 
Trotsky, and that a party leadership without 'Trotsky was ‘un¬ 
thinkable’.At the congress Zinoviev struck out again; and in a 
moment of*fatal recklessness he demanded that 'Trotsky should 
not merely ‘lay down arms’ but appear before the congress and 
recant. Not before Trotsky had done so, Zinoviev stated, would 
there be peace in the party,^ 'This was the first time in the 
party's experience that a member had been confronted with the 
demand for recantation. Even this congress, zealous as it was to 
pronounce anathc'rna on Trotsky, was shocked. The mass of 
delegates rose to give an ovation to Krupskaya when she, w'ith- 
out supporting Trotsky, made a strong and dignified protest 
against Zinoviev’s ‘psychologically impossible demand’.*^ 

Once only did 'Trotsky defend himself.^ He spoke calmly and 
persuasively, w'ith an undertone of resigned acceptance of de¬ 
feat; but he refused adamantly lo retract a single one of* his 
criticisms. He was anxious not to pour oil on the flames and not 

* BajariDv, who artH as srcrclary at this mretinp, givers an cyc-witnrss drscrip- 

tion oi’thr srrnc (op. cit., ]ip. 43 47). Trotsky arknowlcdj^cs implicitly the authen¬ 
ticity otBajanov’s account. (IVotsky, Staliriy p. 376.) In The Suppressed lestament of 
Lenin Trotsky adds this detail: ‘Radek ... sat beside me during the reading ... and 
leaned to me with the words: “.\ow they won’t dare go against you.” 1 answered: 
‘‘On the contrary, they will have to go the limit, and moreover as quickly as 
poissiblc.” ’ p. 17. * /J Syezd RKP (/»), p. 112. 

^ Pravdn, ill December 1923. ^ Syezd RKP (A), p. 113. 

* Ibid., pp. 235 7. Ibid., pp. 133 611 . 
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to burn his boats. He pleaded that he had framed all his 
criticisms in the terms of the Politburcau’s resolution on the 
New Course, and that there was nothing in what he had said 
and written which had not been said or written in one form or 
another by his adversari('s also. He even dissociated himself 
from some of the Forty Six who had demanded freedom for 
inner-party groupings. 'The allegation that I am in favour of' 
permitting groupings is incorrect’, he said. ‘True, I did make 
the mistak<‘ of lalling ill at the critical moment and did not have 
the opportunity . . . of denying this and many other allegations. 

. . . It is imp(»ssibl<‘ to make any distinction between a faction 
and a grouping.’ He repeated, however, that it was because* of 
^vrong ])olicies and of the faulty inner-party regime that difler- 
ences ol’opinion, which should have been only lninsi(*nt, became 
fixed and hardened and led to factionalism’. To Zinoviev’s call 
for a recantation he replied: 

Nothing could be simpler or easier, morally and politically, than 
to admit before one’s own party that one had erred. . . , No great 
moral heroism is needed for tliat. . . . Comrades, none of us wislu's 
to ])(* or can be right against the parly. In the last instance the ])arty 
is always right, bc'cause it is the only historic inslrwnnit which the working 
class Jwssrsses for the solution of its fundamental tasks, I have said already 
that nothing would be easier than to say before the party that all 
these criticisms and all tliese declaradons, warnings, and protests 
were mislak(’n from beginning to end. 1 cannol say so, however, 
because, comrades, I do not think so. I know that one ought not to 
he right against the party. One can be right only with the party and 
through the party because history has not created any other way 
for the realization of one's righlness. The laiglish have the saying 
‘My country, right or wrong’. Widi much greater justification we 
can say: My party, right or wrong—wrong on certain partial, 
specific issues or at certain moments. ... It ^vollId be ridiculous 
]K*rhaps, almost indecent, to make any personal statements here, but 
1 do hope that in ease of need I shall not prove the meanest soldier 
on the meanest of bolshevik barricades.* 

He ended his pica by saying that he would accept the party’s 
verdict even if it were unjust. But acceptance meant for him 
submi.ssion to discipline in action, not in thought. ‘I cannot say 
so, comrades, because I do not think so’, th(‘sc words stood out 
in their stark simplicity and unyieldingness amid all the subtle 
* Ibid., pp. i 65“G. (My italics. I.D.) 
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reasonings, incisive arguments, and imaginative appeals in 
which his speech abounded. His calm and restraint infuriated 
the party secretaries. Bent but unbroken, disciplined but un¬ 
repentant, he seemed to them all the more defiant. His voice 
sounded in their ears like the cry of their own uneasy conscience; 
and they tried to blast it with insult. They drew from him no re¬ 
joinder. Only at the end of the congress he went out to the Red 
Square to address a meeting of Moscow's ‘communist' children, 
the ‘pioneers’. He greeted them as the ‘new shift’ who would 
one day come into the workshop of the revolution to replace 
those who had grotvn old, weary, and corrupt.‘ 

By this time the whole Communist International had been 
drawn into the controve rsy. The triumvirs had to exjilain and 
justify their attitude to the foreign communists, from whom they 
were anxious to obtain a clear endorsement of Trotsky's con¬ 
demnation in order to produce it to the Russian party. Yet tlu' 
European communists—and in these years the influence of th(‘ 
International was still virtually confined to Europe—were 
alarmed by what was going on in Moscow and shocked by 
the violence of the attacks on Trotsky. 'Id them Trotsky had 
been the embodiment of the Russian re\olution, ol its heroic 
legend, and of international communism. Because of his 
European manner of expression, he had appealed to them more 
than any other Russian leader. He had been the author of the 
International’s stirring manifestoes, which in ideas, language 
and cclat^ recalled the Communist Manifesto of Mai-x and Engels. 
He had been the Internationars strategist and tactician as well 
as inspirer. European communists could not see what it was 
that set Zinoviev, the International’s President, and the other 
Russian leaders, against Trotsky; and they feared the conse¬ 
quences of the conflict for Russia and international com¬ 
munism. Their first impulses was therefore to defend Trotsky, 

Before the end of the year 1923 the Central Committ(!es of 
two important Communist parties, the French and the Polish, 

* The speech is appended to the record of the congress. Ibid. Max Eastman, wlio 
was present at tlie congress, relates that he urged Trotsky to take a more militant 
attitude and to read from the platform Lenin’s testament, but Trotsky would not 
listen. Eastman’s account is confirmed by Trotsky himself, in a letter to Muralov, 
written from his exile at Alma Ata in 1928 {The Archives). 
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protested to Moscow against the defamation of Trotsky and 
appealed to the antagonists to compose their differences in a 
comradely spirit.* Tliis happened shortly after Brandler had, on 
behalf of his party, asked that Trotsky should assume the leader¬ 
ship of the planned communist insurrection in Germany, 'fhe 
triumvirs resented the])rotestsand feared that Urotsky, defeated 
in the Russian party, might yet turn the International against 
them. Zinoviev saw in the action of the three parties a challenge 
to his presidential authority. 

At this time the International was agitated by the defeat it 
had just suffered in Germany. The questions connected with 
the deferat, the crisis which led up to it, and the policy of the 
German ])arty, quc'Stions which in themselves })rovided enough 
ground for controversy, at once became entangled with the con¬ 
tention in the Russian party.- 

The German crisis began when the French occupied the 
Ruhr t arly in iQ 2 [], The Ruhr was aflame with German resist¬ 
ance; and soon the whole of the Reich was embraced by a 
strong nalionalist movement of protest against the Versailles 
Ireaty and its consequences. At first the bourgeois parties led 
the inov<Tnent; and the communists ^vere swept aside. But then 
these parties, uncertain of the outcome, began to vacillate and 
withdraw’, cs])ecially w-hen social strife threatened to deepen 
the i)olitical turmoil. Germany’s economy was thrown out of 
balance. Depreciation of money developed with catastrophic 
speed. The workers, whom inflation cheated of w’ages, were 
furious and impatient for action. The communists, w-ho had Iain 
low since the March rising of 1921, felt a strong wind in their 
sails. In July their Central Committee called upon the working 
class to prepare for a revolutionary decision. Its confidence in 

* Souvarinc S])()kr of llic French protest at the* thirteenth congress of the Russian 
party (23 Sjyezd RKP (h), pp. syi -3). The I’oJish protest is in the archives of th. 
Polish Communist ]3aiiy. d^«^utscher, ‘La 'IVagedie clu communisme polonais 
entre deux guerres’ in Les Tejnps modernts^ Maich 195H.) 

® I’hr sources used for this account of the CicTrnan crisis arc: Trotsky's numerous 
essays, PrandltT’s nrininiscencc’s and exj^laiiations given to the author, Rutli 
Fischer, Stalin and German (.'ommunism, 'J'hallieimer, 23^3^ Einc rapasste Rerolution?, 
Radek's, Zinoviev's, and Hukharirfs analyses, Kuusini n's essay in l^ninizmy The 
Lessons oj the German Events (a record of the* January 1924 session of the Executive 
of tlie Ckmiintern devoted to the debate tiver CJei-many); the records of the con¬ 
gresses and conferences of the Comintern, and the Soviet and German Communist 
parties, at which the issue wiis thrashed out; and, finally, the extensive discussion 
that went on in the international communist press for over ten years after I9..!4. 
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its Strength and capacity for revolutionary action, however, did 
not go deep; nor was it shared by all those concerned with its 
policy. Radek, who was in GcTniany as representative of the 
Internationars Executive, warned Moscow that the German 
party took too })op('l‘uI a view and that il might be heading I’or 
another abortive insurrection. Zinoviev and Bukharin spurred 
the Germans on, yet ^vithout proposing any definite course of 
action. At this stage, in July, 'Trotsky said that he was not suffi¬ 
ciently informed about conditions in Germany to exjn*c‘ss an 
opinion. 

Presently, Trotsky arrived at the conclusion that G('rmany 
was indeed about to enter an acutely revolutionary situation 
and that the German party should not merely be encouraged 
to take a bold line but assisted in the working out of a clear plan 
of revolutionary action culminating in armed insurrection, llic 
date of the insurrection should be fixed in advance so that the 
German party could conduct the struggle through the preli¬ 
minary phases, prci^arc the working class, and deploy its Ibrees 
with a view to the dMoueTnent. The Executive hesitated. Not only 
Radek—Stalin, too, doubted the reality of the b'e\’olutionary 
situation’ and held that the Germans should be restrained.^ 
Zinoviev went on prodding them but balked at the plan for 
insurrection. The Politburcau, absorbed in its domestic pre¬ 
occupations, discussed the matter casually; and Zinoviev con¬ 
veyed its broad view to the leaders of the International. 
Somewhat half-heartedly it was decided to give the German 
party the cue for revolution, to assist it in military prej)arations, 
and, in the end, even to fix a date for the rising. The date was 
to be as close as possible to the anniversary of the Bolshevik in- 
surrcction~it was to be ‘the German October’. 

In September Heinrich Brandler, the leader of the German 
party, arrived in Moscow to consult the Executive. A bricklayer 
in his earlier years and a disciple of Rosa Luxemburg, a shrewd 
and cautious tactician and able Cirganizer, he was not convinced 
that circumstances favoured revolution. When he expressed his 
doubts to Zinoviev—doubts very similar to those Zinoviev him¬ 
self had entertained on the eve of the Russian October—the 
latter, torn between hesitation and the desire to act resolutely, 
sought to overrule Brandler’s objections with heated argument 
* Sec my Stdin, pp. 393-4. 
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and tabic-thumping. Brandlcr yielded. In his own party, 
especially in its Berlin branch which was led by Ruth Fischer 
and Arkadi Maslov, impatience for action and confidence had 
mounted high. He thought that he had found the same con¬ 
fidence in Moscow, for he assumed that Zinoviev spoke for the 
whole Polilbureau. He diflidently concluded that if the leaders 
of the only victorious Communist party thought, as the Berliners 
did, that the hour had struck, then lie ought to waive his ob¬ 
jections. 

It was at this point, feeling, as he himself put it, that he was not 
*a German Lenin’, that Brandler asked the Politbureau to assign 
Trotsky to lead the insurrection. Instead of Trotsky the Polit¬ 
bureau del(‘gatcd Radek and IVatakov. A plan of action was 
laid down, which centred on Saxony, Brandler’s homeland 
where communist influence was strong, the Social Democrats 
headed the jirovincial government, and where they and the 
Communists already acted in a united front. Brandler and some 
of his comrades w'cre to join the government of Saxony and use 
their influence in order to arm the workers. From Saxony the 
rising w’as to spread to Berlin, Hamburg, central Germany, and 
the Ruhr. According to Brandler—and his testimony on this 
point is confirmed by other sources—-both Zinoviev and 
Trotsky pressed this plan on him.* Moreover, Zinoviev through 
his agents in Germany forced the pace of' events so much that 
the coalition government in Saxony was formed on orders sent 
by telegram from Moscow; it w-as rw rouic, while he w-as returning 
to Germany, that Brandler learned from a newspaper bought 
at a railway station in Warsaw' that he was a Minister.^ 

Even if conditions in Germany had favoured revolution, the 
artificiality and the clumsiness of the plan and the remoteness of 
its direction and control WTjiild have been enough to produce a 
failure, llie conditions were probably less favourable than they 
were assumed to be, and the social crisis in Germany less deep. 
Since the summer the economy had begun to recover, the Mark 
was stabilized, and the political atmosphere had become calmer. 
The Central Committee failed to arouse the mass of workers and 
to prepare them for insurrection. The scheme for arming the 

* Ruth Fisdicr, op. cil., pp. 311-18; Zinoviev’s speech in The Lessons of the 
German Einmts, pp. 38 37 fl'. anci in i^Konfermtsya RKP (/;), pp. i ■ 78; and Troisky, 
Uroki Oktyabrya, ^ 'I’Jiis has been related to the writer !)>' Brandler himseli'. 
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workers miscarried: the Communists found the arsenals in 
Saxony empty. From Berlin the central government sent a mili¬ 
tary expedition against the Red province. And so when the 
moment of rising arrived, Brandler, supported by Radck and 
Pyatakov, cancelled the battle orders. Only through a fault in 
liaison did insurgents move into action at Hamburg. They 
fought alone and, after a hopeless combat lasting several days, 
were routed. 

These events were to have a powerful impact on the Soviet 
Union. They destroyed the chances of revolution in Germany 
and Europe for many years ahead. They demoralized and 
divided the German party and, coinciding with similar set¬ 
backs in Poland and Bulgaria, they had this eflect on the Inter¬ 
national as a whole. They imparted to Russian communism a 
deep and definite sense of isolation, a disbelief in the revolution¬ 
ary capacity of the European working classes—even a disdain 
for them. Out of this mood there developed gradually an atti¬ 
tude of Russian revolutionary self-sulTiciency and self-centred- 
ncss wdiich was to find its expression in the doctrine of Socialism 
in One Country. Immediately, the German debacle became an 
issue in the Russian contest for powxr. Communists both in 
Russia and Germany delved into the causes of the defeat and 
were eager to fix the responsibilities. In the Politbureau the 
triumvirs and Trotsky laid the blame on each other. 

On the face of it, there existed no connexion between the 
German fiasco and the Russian controversy. The lines of division 
were different and they even cut across one another. Radek and 
Pyatakov, the two ‘Trotskyists’, had been from the outset at 
least as sceptical as Stalin was about the chances in Germany; it 
was they who advised Brandler to cancel the orders for in¬ 
surrection. On the other hand, Zinoviev had, after hesitation, 
sanctioned the plan for the rising, of which Trotsky was the 
initiator; but he also sanctioned the cancellation of the marching 
orders. Trotsky was convinced that the German party and the 
International had missed a unique opportunity; and he held 
that Zinoviev and Stalin were at least as much responsible for 
that as Brandler. The triumvirs replied that the rising had been 
bungled on the spot by the two Trotskyists; and they insisted 
on Brandler’s ‘opportunism’ and on the necessity to depose him 
as leadei of the German party. 
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Vis-d-vis Brandler the triumvirs were actuated by mixed 
motives, 'rhe rank and file of the German party had turned 
bitterly against him; and the organization of Berlin clamoured 
for his dismissal. Zinoviev was eagea* to appease the clamour 
and to save his own and the International’s prestige by making 
a scapegoat of BrandU‘r. In deposing him and installing Fischer 
and Maslov in the leadership of the German party, Zinoviev 
made of that party his fief. He had yet another reason i’or 
insisting on Brandler’s exemplary punishment: he suspected 
Brandler and his friends in the German Central Committee of 
sympathy with Trotsky. In denouncing Brandler as 'Frotsky’s 
follower Zinoviev also sought to burden Trotsky with the blame 
for Brandler’s ‘cajiitulation’. At last Brandler, unable to make 
head or tail ol’lhe rivalries, anxious to disentangle the* German 
question from the Russian issues, and eager to save his position, 
declared his support to the official Russian leadership, that is to 
the triumvirs. This, however, did not save him. 

Such was the situation in January 1924, when the Executive 
of the International met to hold a formal inquest on the German 
defeat. The meeting was preceded by much wire-pulling and 
many shifts in the Central Committees of foreign parties, de¬ 
signed to secure in advance the Executive's support for Zinoview 
When the Executive met, Irotsky was ill in a villag(! not far 
from Moscow. He did not state his vie\vs, but asked Radck to 
convey their joint protest against Brandler’s demotion and the 
changes in the German Central Committee. Radek conveyed 
the protest, but being mainly interested in defending his own 
and Brandler’s policy, he gave the Executive the impression that 
'I’rotsky associated himself with that policy; and this enabled 
the triumvirs to link Trotsky once again with the ‘right wing’ in 
the German party.* In truth, Trotsky never ceased to be critical 
of Brandler’s conduct; and the fact that Brandler had now 
declared his support for the triumvirs could not have com¬ 
mended him to 'Frotsky. Nevertheless, Trotsky objected on 
principle to the installation in Moscow of a ‘guillotine’ lor 
foreign communist leaders. Foreign parties, he held, must be 
allowed to learn from their own experience and mistakes, to 

* The Lessons of the German Events^ p. 14. See alsi) Trotsky’s letters about this to 
A. Treint and A. Neurath, written in 1931 and 1932, and published in The ,\'ew 
International (February 1938). 

B 7527 L 
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manage their own affairs, and to elect their own leaders. 
Brandlcr's demotion established a pernicious precedent. 

Thus Trotsky demanded for the International the same inner 
freedom which he claimed for the Russian party; and he did it 
with the same result. Zinoviev had by now complete mastery 
over the International. He had deposed some ol* those Ibreign 
leaders who had appealed to the Politburcau to restrain its 
vehemence against Irotsky. Others alhwed themselves to be 
browbeaten and apologized for their/rtM.v fias. Consequently, the 
Executiv e, although it failed to carry its inquest on Germany to 
a clear conclusion, left Zinoviev witli his reputation untarn¬ 
ished; and it endorsed the demotions and promotions he had 
ordered. This allowed him ]>resently to obtain from the Inter¬ 
national an endorsement of the triumvirs' action against 
Trotsky and the Forty Six. 

In May, at the thirteenth congress of the Russian party, the 
leaders, old and new, of all the Eurojx'an parties appeared on 
the platform to echo the anathema on Trotsky. Only one foreign 
delegate, Boris Souvarine, Editor of iniumanitv^ himself half- 
Russian and half-ITcnch, rais(‘d his voict‘ against it, d('( hiring 
that the French Central Committee had decided by twi'iity-two 
votes against only two to protest against the attacks on 7 'rotsky, 
without necessarily declaring thereby its solidarity with the 
opposition; but that he, personally, shared Trotsky's views and 
would not abjure them. Souvarine's lonely voice only stressed 
Trotsky’s defeat.* 

A month later, the fifth congress of the International -the 
so-called ‘congress of Bolshevization’ met in Moscow to put 
its seal under the excommunication of Trotsky, to which a de¬ 
nunciation of Radek and Brandler was added. Characteristic of 
the mood of the congress was a speech by Ruth I'ischer, the 
new leader of the German party. A young, trumpet-tongued 
woman, without any revolutionary experience f)r merit, yet 
idolized by the communists of Berlin, she railed against Trotsky, 
Radek, and Brandler, those Mensheviks, opportunists, and 
‘liquidators of revolutionary principle’ w'ho had ‘lost faith in the 
German and European revolution’. She called for a monolithic 
International, modelled on the Russian party, from which dis¬ 
sent and contest of opinion would be banished. ‘This world 
* i 3 pp- 37 '“ 3 - 
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congress should not allow the International to be transformed 
into an agglomeration (»f all sorts of trends; it should forg(‘ ahead 
and embark upon the road which leads to a single BoIshe\ik 
world party.’* Spokesmen of the French, English, and American 
delegations followed suit; and, shrinking from no abuse or in¬ 
sult, they challenged Trotsky to appear before the congress and 
state his views.- 'I’rotsky riTused to enUu' into any disputation. 
For one thing, he felt that all disputation was now useless. For 
another, having already been threatened with (‘xpulsion Ifoni 
the party if he indulged in any further controv(*rsy, he may have 
suspected that the challenge was a trap. And so 1 k‘ declan^d that 
he accepu d the verdict of the Russian party and had no inten¬ 
tion of appealing against it to the International. Even his 
silence, how(‘ver, was received as proof of his malf(‘asance: 
echoing Zinovie\‘, delegates demand(‘d from him nothing less 
than recantation.-’ He turned a dt'af ear; and in tlu‘ course of the 
full three weeks the congress heard nothing I)ut lbul-mf)utlu^d 
vitup('ration against the man to whom the ]}revious four con¬ 
gresses had list(‘ned with deep respect and adoration. 'I'his time 
not a single voit:i' rose to vindicate him. (Souvarine had by now 
been expelhrd fhjm the French party for having translated and 
published Trotsky’s J\‘ew CoNrsf.]^ Vet 'Trotsky still Avrot(' the last 
of his great (^omintt'rn manifestoes for this congress. But he was 
not re-elected as full member of the Executive; Stalin look his 
place. 

What accounted for the change that had coiiu' over the 
International? Only a few mouths earlier its three greatest par¬ 
ties had enough courage and dignity to rebuke the triumvirs. 
Now all gav(‘ a spectacle of submission and self-abasement. 
Zinoviev, we know, liad in tlu' meantime shuffled, displaced, or 
broken up at will th(‘ German, French, and Polish Central 
Committees. But w 4 iy did these C'ommittees and the parties be¬ 
hind them accept his dictates? Most of the deposed leaders had 
guidc'd their parties from the day of foundation and had en¬ 
joyed high moral authority; yet nowhere did the rank and file 
stand up for them and refuse to accept the Executive's orders 
and to acknowledge Zinoviev’s nominees as leaders. It look 
Zinoviev only a few weeks or at the most a few months to bring 

* fj Vsmirnyi K'onjitess Kominternay vol. i, pp. 

* Ibid., pp. 550 9. ^ Ibid., vnl. ii, pp. 15b 7. 


^ Ibid.,p. iHi. 
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about wlial appeared to be a complete upheaval in the entire 
communist movement. But tlie ease with which he brought it 
about indicated a deep-seated weakness in the International. 
Only a disi'ased body could hr thus subverted at a stroke. 

Lenin and Trotsky had founded the International in the ex¬ 
pectation that it would soon rally to its V)anners the majority of 
at least the Kuropean labour movenu'iit.* They expected it to 
become what its name said it was: a world party, transcending 
national boundaries and interests, not a decorous and platonic 
association of national j)artics in the style of the Second Inter¬ 
national. They b(‘lieved in the basic unity of the revolutionary 
processes in the world; and this unity made it (SsiTitial in their 
view that the new organization should possess a strong inter¬ 
national leadership and discipline, 'riie Twenty One Clonditions 
of membership, which the second congress adopted in 1920, 
were designed to give the International a constitution appro¬ 
priate to this purpose, and to establish, among other things, a 
centralized and strong leadership in the Executive. Trotsky had 
supported that constitution wholeh(*artedly.- By its(‘lf it was not 
calculated to assun^ the preponderance of the Russian party in 
the International. All parlies were represented on the lixeculivc* 
in a democratic manner. Its few Russian members enjoyed in 
principle no privilege. Internationalism implied the subordina¬ 
tion of national viewpoints to the broader interest of the entire 
movement but certainly not to any national-Russian viewpoint. 
Had revolution won in any of the important European countries 
or had at h'ast the Communist parlies there grown in strength 
and confidence, such international leadership and discipline 
might have become real. But the ebb of revolution in Europe 
tended to transform the International into an adjunct to the 
Russian party. "I'he self-assurance of its European sections w^as 
weak; and it dwindled from year to year. The defeated parties 
developed a sense of inferiority; and they came to look to the 
Bolsheviks, the only successful practitioners of revolution, to 
tackle their problems, to solve their dilemmas, and to make their 
decisions for them. The Bolsheviks responded, first from a sense 
of solidarity, then from habit, and finally from self-interest, until 
they were only too eager to handle the leading strings in which 
the foreign parties had so willingly put themselves. International 
* The Prophet Armed, p. 452. ^ Ibid., p. 467. 
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leadership and discipline became in fact Russian leadership and 
discipline; and all the wide prerogatives which the Twenty One 
Points had vested in the international Executive of Lenin’s and 
IVoisky’s exp(Ttations passed almost imperceptibly to the Rus¬ 
sian members of the Executive. 

Lenin was disturbed by this state* of affairs. He recalled 
Engels’s forebodings about the preponderance of the Chrrrrian 
party in the S(Tond IntcTnational and pointed out that the 
supremacy of the Russian party might b<' not less harmful.* He 
tried to give foreign communists more self-reliance and even 
suggested that the Exc'culive should be transferred from Moscow 
to Berlin or another European capital in order to removt: it from 
the constant })r(‘ssure of Russian interests and preoccupati()ns. 
How(*ver, most foreign communists ])r('ferred to S(’e the hub of 
their International placed in iIk* safety of Red Moscow rather 
than expose it to persecution and police raids in bourgeois 
capitals. 

Lenin’s misgivings proved all too justified. As the. )ears 
passed the intervention of the Russian members of the Executive 
in the affairs of foreign communism gr(*w ever more meddlesome. 
Zinoviev ruled the International with relish, flamboyance, lack 
of tact and scruple. But even 1 rotsky found himself, as member 
of the Executive, involved in the exercise of a tutelage which 
wTis inherent in the situation. As chairman of the French com¬ 
mission of the Comintern, he supervised w-ith plenary pow'cr tlur 
day-to-day work of the French communists. The German, the 
Italian, the Spanish, and the British ])arties eagerly sought his 
advice on every major issue and even on the detail of' their 
activity; and he gave his ad\ncc freely. 

This led him to make pronouncements and to engage in a 
voluminous correspondence which in themselves form a running 
commentary on the history of these crucial years, a commentary 
rich in thought, sparkling wdth wit, and often astonishingly far¬ 
sighted.- But parts of the correspondence also reflect the tutelage. 
Here, for instance, he summons peremptorily Frossard, the 
French leader, to face grave but not unjustified charges at the 

* Lrnin, Sorhimnvay vol. xxxiii, pp. 392-4. Morr explicit remarks to this cfTect 
are in l..cnin's, still iinpiiblishrcl, statements made at the Vixecutive of the. 
International. 

* See his Pyat Let Komintema, published also in English unclei- the title The Pint 
Five I'ears of the Communist Intcrnatiomil, vols. i and ii. 
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Intcrnatioiiars assizes in Moscow, There he censures communist 
editors and prescribes the tactical line and even the topics and 
the style; for their newspapers. Here he chides UHumanite for 
publishing the writings of'dubious contributors. There again he 
lays down a date by which the French party must expel, as it 
had undertaken to do, all Free Masons and ‘all careerists’. On 
several occasions lu' acts as umpire to rival groups and lays 
down (he law for them.' These*, it is true, are extreme and ex¬ 
ceptional instances. He never hectored or cajoled his subordi¬ 
nate's in the Comintern, as Zinoviev and then Stalin did; and he 
ahvays e'xpectcd them to speak their mind on the* affairs of the 
Russian party as frankly as he expresse'd himself on the c'onduct 
of their parties. It was not his fault if foreign communists rarely 
felt self-confidemt enough to speak their mind. He still treated 
the* Executive as a truly international body and acted on its 
behalf from the general principles of communism and not fi om 
any peculiarly Russian angle. It was in this spirit that he used 
the wide po\vers which the Twenty One Points had vested in the 
Executive. 

The actual j)repondcrance of the Russian party, however, 
made it all too easy to ust* the Twenty One Points as the consti¬ 
tutional framework lor the establishment of a Russian de facto 
dictatorship. I'his was w^hat Zinoviev did even before 1923, 
when he was still curbed by Lenin and 'IVotsky. Later ail re¬ 
straints had gone. Moreover, inner democracy could not survive; 
in the International after it had withered in the* Russian party. 
The habits of‘substitutism’ spread to the entire movement; and 
the chiefs of the Bolshevik Old Guard came to look upon them¬ 
selves as the trustees not merely of the Russian working class but 
of the w orking classes of the world. 

In 1923 -4 Zinoviev and Stalin indeed .set out to refashion the 
European movement after the new Russian image. They could 
not tolerate in the International the opposition which they were 
bent on suppressing in their own party. Just as they had used the 
Russian 1921 ban on inner-parly factions to destroy 'frotsky’s 
influence at home, so th(;y used the wide powers they wielded 
under the Twenty One Points to destroy his influence abroad. 
Trotsky had endorsed both the 1921 ban and the Twenty 

* Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 124-84; Rosmer, Moscou sous lAnimy pp. 236-60; Frossard, 
De Jaures a Lenine, 
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OiK* Points. His adversaries planned thc'ir mov(\s so that every 
step they made appeared as a plain application of the principles 
and preced(‘nts laid down with Trotsky’s consent, if not on his 
initiative. 'Fhey struck him down with his own weapons— 
only that he had nev(T used these weapons for any comparable 
purpose or with comyiarable brutality. He had occasionally 
threatened foreign communists with disciplinary' sanctions; they 
demoted, dismissed, and denounced them wholesale. He had 
demanded that the Comintern should, in accordance* with its 
programme*, lole'rale no bourgeois pacifism, no Frerc Masonry, 
and no ‘social-patriotism’. They purged it of*‘Trotskyism’ which 
had hithertr) been almost synonvmeujs with communism. 


In May the* ihirte'cnth congr(‘ss of the Russian party clf>sed 
the debate which had started with the proclamation of the New 
Course. Trotsky could not re^open the controversy without in¬ 
curring the c harge of a bre-ach of discipline ; and he miide no 
atte*mpt to r(*open it. He once^ described admiringly the sedf- 
discijjline which had induceTl Jaures to put, when necessary, ‘his 
bovine neck under the. yok(* of party discipline’. He now put his 
own n(*ck under a much harder yoke and refrained from dis¬ 
cussing in public the party’s (‘conomic policy and inner regime 
which had been declared taboo. Vet he coidd not reconcile him¬ 
self to being branded as a semi-Menshevik guilty of a ‘petty 
bourg('ois deviation from la ninism’. Debarred from discussing 
the cimcial and topical issues of policy, he fell back on history to 
vindicate himself, llie opportunity offered itself when the Stale 
Publishers, carrying out an earlier decision of the Central Com¬ 
mittee to produce a many-volumed edition of Trotsky’s Works^ 
prepar(*d for the })rcss(*s the book which contained his speeches 
and writings of 1917. He prefaced it with a long essay entitled 
‘The Lessons of October’. The volume appeared in the autumn 
of 1924; and at once it stirred up a storm. 

Trotsky’s speeches and writings of 1917 provided a strong 
reply to the obloquy about him as the unreformed Menshevik, 
for they reminded the party of his role in the revolution and 
of the unswerving militancy with which he then confronted 
the Mensheviks. Such a reminder was needed. The historical 
memory of nations, social classes, and parties is short, especially 
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in times of great upheaval when the breathtaking events of one 
year crowd out of peoples’ minds the events of preceding years, 
w^hen in political life generations or age groups succeed one 
another at a furious pace, when the veterans of early struggles 
rapidly dwindle in numbers, disperse, or grow exhausted and 
weary, and when the young plunge* into new struggle's more or 
less unaware of what has gone before. In 1924 tliose who had 
belonged to the Bolshevik party since the early days of 1917 
already formed less than i per cent, of the membership. To the 
mass of young members the revolution was already a myth as 
vague as it was heroic. The earlier political struggle's with all 
their tangled alignments appeared (rven more remote and un¬ 
real. The young communist took it ibr granted, for instance, 
that Bolsheviks and Mensheviks had always opposed one 
another in irreducible enmity as they had done within his 
mtmiory. It was almost inconceivable to him that they should 
have formed, in the course of many yc’ars, two factions of the* 
same party, evoking common principles, cjuarvclling and break¬ 
ing with one another, but also repeatedly trying to heal the 
breach. It was even more inconceivable that many Bolshevik 
leaders should have sought to make peace with the Mensheviks 
as late as 1917. 

The young were therelbre shocked when they learned that 
the Commissar of War had once been a Menshevik or semi- 
Menshevik; and many were inclined to believe tlu* triumvirs 
when they maintained that once a Menshevik always a Men¬ 
shevik. Nothing could shake that belief more severely than (he 
perusal of Trotsky’s speeches and writings of 1917, which 
showed up the recent anti-Trotskyist campaign as mendacious. 
Thus Trotsky^ merely by republishing his old texts, called out 
his adversaries; but he challenged them directly in the ‘Lessons 
of October’. 

Trotsky advanced in this essay his ow n interpretation of the 
party’s history and tradition, an interpretation which not merely 
vindicated him but also impugned the records of* most of his 
assailants. The party’s history, he wrote, fell into three distinct 
periods: the years of preparation for 1917; the decisive trial of 
1917; and the post-revolutionary era. Each of these periods had 
problems, peculiarities, and a significance of its own. But it was 
in the second period that Bolshevism rose to its climax. A rcvolu- 
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lionary party is t(*sl(*d in actual revolution just as an army is 
tested in actual battle. Its leaders and members arc ultimately 
judged according to their conduct under this trial; compared 
with this their behaviour during the preparatory period is of 
little importance. A Bolshevik should not be judged by what he 
said or did before 1917, in the course of tin* confused and in part 
‘irrelevant mancruvres of emigre politics’, but by what he said 
and did in 1917. The argument, although Trotsky gave it the 
impersonal ibrm of historical narrative, was pro damo sua: his 
own pre-revolutionary associations with Menshevisrn belonged 
to the ‘irrelevant mananivres of emigre politics’, but his position 
as leader of the October insurrection was unassailable. By the 
sam(' (riltrion the record oi his adversaries was against them: 
they may have been good ‘Leminists' during the years of pr(‘para- 
tion, but they were found wanting in 1917. 

He related the* two major crises the party had gone through 
in 1917: in April, when Lenin had to overcome the resistance 
of the party’s right wing, the ‘old Bolsheviks’, as Lenin himself 
called them, before he could persuade the party to set its course 
for socialist revolution; and on th(* ev(‘ of the October Revolu¬ 
tion, when the same right w^ing balkc'd at insurrection. The 
hesitancy and tlie errors of some of the leaders, Trotsky argued, 
did not detract IVorn the Bolshevik achievement. The party was 
a living organism with its frictions and divergencies of opinion. 
However, Bolsheviks should he aware of the facts: ev(‘n a revolu¬ 
tionary ])arly of necessity includes coiiscTvalive elements which 
hamper its progress, especially when the party faces a sharp 
turn and must take bold decisions. The edge of this argument 
was turned in the first instance against Zinoviev and Kamenev, 
the ‘strike-breakers of revolution’, bul also against Rykov, 
Kalinin, and other leaders of the Old Guard who had opposed 
Lenin’s policy in 1917. In effect, Trotsky called into question 
the triumvirs’ right to speak as the only authentic interpreters 
of Bolshevik doctrine and, more broadly, the Old Guard’s pre¬ 
tension to represent the Leninist tradition in its purity. The im¬ 
plied but obvious moral of his story w^as that this tradition was 
by no means as simple and constant as people were made to 
believe: the Old Guard represented that ‘old Bolshevism’ which 
liCnin had abjured because it clung to outdated slogans and 
irrelevant recollections, while Trotsky’s attitude was in full 
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harmony with the Bolshevism of 1917 under tlie sign of which 
the party had won. 

From history and topical allusion Trotsky then {passed to the 
latest critical event, the failure of communism in Germany. His 
main themes in the ‘Lessons of October’ were the role of lead(T- 
ship in a revolutionary situation and the slrat(\gy and tactics of 
insurrection. No Communist party, he argiu'd, can create at 
will revoliitionar\' opportunities, for these arise* only as the result 
of a relatively slow decay of a social ordc'i*; but a party can miss 
its opportunity through lack of determined leadersliip. In the 
afl'airs of revolution, too, tluTe is a tide which must be 'taken at 
the flood’; missed, it may not return for decad(\s. No society can 
live long in the tension of acute social crisis. If it finds no relief 
from that tension in re\ olution, it finds it in counter-revolution. 
It may take only a few weeks or (‘ven days for the scales to turn 
one way or the other. If during these weeks or days communists 
shrink from insurrection and delay action, b(‘li(‘ving that the 
revolutionary situation will drag on and offer them new' chances, 
th(*n indeed 'all the voyage of their life is bound in shallow's and 
in rnis('ries’. Such would have been the voyage of’the Bolsheviks 
if the opponents of insurrection had had their way; and so was 
German communism bound in shallows and in miseries in 1923. 
Russia had offered the positive proof* for the decisivt! role of 
revolutionary leadership; Germany offered the negative evi¬ 
dence. The sam(u onser\'ativc frame of mind w hich the Bolshevik 
right wing showa'd in 1917 w'as responsible for the defeat in 
Germany. It was obvious at whom this sting of Trotsky’s con¬ 
clusion w'as aimed: the man who had spoken for the Bolshevik 
right wing in October 1917 was now' President of the Com¬ 
munist International. 

The triumvirs returned a massive riposte; and they sum¬ 
moned hosts of ])ropagandists and historians and even foreign 
communist writers for the counter-attack.' Throughout the 
autumn and the winter the country’s political life was entirely 
overshadowxd by this controv(*rsy wdiich has entered Bolshevik 
annals under the odd name of‘the literary debate’. Since, it w'as 


* I’hr most, important replies to 'rVotsky wrn* rf>IIrctPfl in a large volume 
Za Leninizm—the contributors vvcr<‘ Stalin, /inoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Rykov, 
Sokolnikov, Krupskaya, Molotov, Bubnov, Andreev, Kviring, Stepanov, Kiiusinen, 
Kolarox', Ciusev, and Melnichansky. 
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impossible to deny roundly Trotsky’s assertions about Zinoviev’s 
and Kamenev’s attitude in 1917, their defenders replied that he 
had fantastically magnified their errors, that there had been 
only fortuitous and superficial dissensions between them and 
Lenin, and that no special right wing or conservative trend of 
opinion had ev(‘r existed in the party. Trotsky, they said, had 
inv(‘nted this in order to discredit not itktcIv the Old Guard but 
the whole body of the Leninist tradition, and in ord(T to ascribe 
to hinisi'lf and to Trotskyism wholly imaginary merits. 

To prov(! the point, the triumvirs and their historians had to 
c)ppose to 'frotsky's account tlu'ir own versions of the events of 
1917, versif)ns dc'signed to enhance their own prestige and to 
belittle th(‘ part 'IVotsky liad played. This was done timidly at 
lirst, but then with growing boldness and disregard for truth. 
Thus, it was not dcni(‘d at first that Trotsky liad acted an out¬ 
standing part; but this, it was said, was not superior to that 
acted by his present adversari(‘s. Then Stalin himself inter\-ened 
with a version of his own. He declared that the Military Revolu¬ 
tionary Committee of the P(*trograd Soviet, o\ cr which Trotsky 
pn'sided, had not at all been the headquarters of the October 
insurrection, as all historical accounts, without a single excep¬ 
tion, had maintained hitherto. He asserted that a more or less 
fictitious ‘Ckmtrc’, of w^hich Trotsky was not even a member but 
on wdiich Stalin sat, din'ctc'd the rising.* This version was so 
crudely concocted that evTn the Stalinists received it at first with 
embarrassed irony. But once put out, the story began to crop up 
stubbornly in the new' historical accounts until it found its way 
to the textbooks, w^here it w'as to remain as the only authorized 
version for about thirty years. Thus that prodigious falsification 
of history was started which was presently to descend like a 
destructive avalanche upon Russia’s intellectual horizons; it 
began as a mere attempt to bolster the reputations of Zinoviev 
and Kamenev whom it was eventually to depict, as it was also 
to depict Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky, and so many other Bol¬ 
shevik leaders, as the saboteurs and traitors of the October 
Revolution and as foreign spies. In 1924 most of the future vic¬ 
tims of the falsification were united in a frantic effort to cast 
Trotsky into the shade. 

Yet, as long as 'IVotsky stood on the ground of the events of 

* Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vi, pp. 324-31. 
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1917, his position was formidable. The triumvirs did tlierelbrc 
their utmost to shift him from that ground back to the pre- 
revolutionary era, the era of his opposition to Bolshevism. They 
established a canon of rigid continuity in the party’s policies 
and a canon of its virtual infallibility. Whoever, they said, had, 
like Trotsky, opposed Bolshevism consistently throughout a long 
})eriod was fundamentally in the wrong; and this was bound to 
show- itself even in his later attitudes. Making a parody of deter¬ 
minism, the canon-makers instilled into the party’s mind the 
idea that no political error or dexiation, whether collective or 
individual, could be treated as a casual occurrence. (The rule 
did not apply, of course, to the triumvirs' own errors.) Each (‘rror 
had its deep causes or ‘roots’ in the peculiar make-u[), petty bour¬ 
geois or otherwise, oi’any given grouf) or individual. A major error 
weighed on him who committed it with the fateful gravity of origi¬ 
nal sin. Trotsky's fall dated back to his early Menshevik days, not 
merely to the 'mancruvres of emigre politics' but lo his funda¬ 
mental attitude towards the major problems ol' the time. In the 
October interval his petty bourgeois soul struggled to achieve 
grace. The party hoped to help him and to ‘assimilate’ him. But 
again and again his stubborn Mensh(!vik nature reasserted itself. 

In this light the disagreements which Trotsky had had with 
Lenin since the revolution also acquired a hitherto unsuspeett'd 
sinister meaning. He had had tw^o such major disagreements: 
over the peace ol' Brest Litovsk and over policy tf)wards the 
trade unions. (The other disagreements in which Lenin acknow¬ 
ledged his own mistakes were ignored.) Innumerable pamph¬ 
lets and articles were published which dwelt on these two 
cases and gave new accounts of them lo prove that in both 
Trotsky’s ineradicable anti-Leninism had revealed itself, and 
to establish a straight connexion between his opposition to 
Lenin and his attack on Lenin’s successors. The contexts of the 
old controversies, the real alignments, the motives, the hesita¬ 
tions, the self-contradictions, and the human virtue's and fiiilings 
of the actors, were all omitted from the new accounts. The party 
was shown a picture of itself and of its leaders which resembled 
those early medieval frescoes of the Last Judgement, where the 
virtuous, whose faces express nothing but piety, climb straight 
to heaven while the sinners, concentrated symbols of vice, rush 
to damnation. 
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As tlic controversy switclurd backward and forward and back 
again to the years 1905-6, the fount oi’all of Trotsky’s errors 
and d(‘viations was at last discovered in his theory of per¬ 
manent revolution. I'his was declared to be his master-heresy. 
Yet ever since 1917 the party had had no cjuarrel with that 
theory; 'i rotsky’s early essays on it had been republished in the 
original and in many translations as an authoritative statement 
of communist doctrine. Fa’cii now its two chief* t(‘ncts—that the 
Russian Revolution had to pass from the bourgeois to the 
socialist phase; and that it would be tlu* |jrologuc to world 
revolution were still the party’s household ideas; and they 
could not b(‘ openly refuted. Tlur poh'micists dug up a few barbed 
remarks which Lenin made in 1906: himself still holding that 
the Russian Revolution would be only bourgeois in character, 
Lenin then said that IVotsky spoke of* a socialist consumma¬ 
tion because he ‘jumped’ ov<t the bourgeois phase and ‘under- 
(‘stirnated’ the importance of* the peasantry. In view of what had 
happened in 1917 these remarks had lost all relevance. This did 
not now prevent the polemicists repeating in circles that Trotsky’s 
characteristic propensity was to ‘jump over necessary inter¬ 
mediate stage's’ and to ‘underestimate the peasantry’. IVue 
enough, it was not easy to square this charge with the other accu¬ 
sation that he was an unreformed Menshevik—the Mensheviks, 
far from ‘jumping’ over the bourgeois phase of the revolution, re¬ 
fused to go beyond it— and it took a great deal of purely scholastic 
argument to cope with this logical difficulty. However, as in all 
disputations of this sort, it was not th(? logic or the historical truth 
of the argument that mattered, but its undertone, its bearing on 
current policy, and the impression it made on the uninitiated. 

That the insistence on Trotsky’s inclination to ‘underestimate 
the peasantry’ had a bearing on current policy is obvious: the 
triumvirs and Rykov had begun to label Trotsky as the muzhik’s 
enemy even the year before. Now’ they gave that label retro¬ 
spective validity and historical colouring. More significant still 
was the broader undertone. To the popular understanding Per¬ 
manent Revolution suggested a prospect of continuous upheaval 
and of endless struggh', and the impossibility for the Russian 
Revolution to settle down and achieve a measure of stabilization. 
In denouncing Permanent Revolution, the triumvirs appealed to 
the ]K)pular longing for peace and stability. 
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In truth, Trotsky’s theory did claim that the fortunes of Bol¬ 
shevik Russia depended ultimately on the spread of revolution 
abroad. Yet the hopes for its spread had been dashed many 
times and had just suflered the most severe setback in Germany. 
The Bolsheviks f(‘lt more isolated than ever. They found a 
psychological defence in their complacent sense of Russia’s 
revolutionary self-sufficiency. Trotsky’s theory offended and 
mocked that sc*nse. Hence the intense irritation which the mere 
mention of Permanent Revolution began to arouse among Bol¬ 
shevik cadres, 'fhey felt a vehement emotional urge to deprive 
Trotsky’s theory of all ideological n^spectability. It was no mat¬ 
ter of chance that in the autumn of 1924 Stalin, revising his own 
earlier views, Ibrmulatcd tin* doctrine of Socialism in One 
Country, which became the counterpart to Pc'rmanent Revolu¬ 
tion. Stalin extolled the self-sufficiency of the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion and thereby he offered the party an ideological consolation 
for its frustrated internationalist hopes.* 

It is easy to see why and how the iiterary debate’ weakened 
Trotsky’s i)osition evtm further. It fixed in the public mind a 
contradictory image of Trotsky as, on the one hand, an in¬ 
veterate semi-M(Tishevik and, on the other, an equally in¬ 
veterate ‘ultra radical’ and extremist seeking to involve the 
party in dangerous ventures at home; and abroad. At home, it 
was said, he strove to embroil the Bolsheviks with tlu; peasants 
whom he had never understood. Abroad, he always saw revolu¬ 
tionary opportunities where none existed. The same aberration 
had led him to oppose the Brest Litovsk Peace and to blame 
Zinoviev for the defeat of revolution in Germany. That 
Trotsky had also criticized Zinoviev for encouraging abortive 
risings abroad, that he had been opposed to the march on War¬ 
saw in 1920, that he had consistently striven to normalize refla¬ 
tions with the capitalist countries, and that he had been the 
first to advocate the N.E.P. policy in order to pacify the pea¬ 
sants—these and similar facts which contradicted the image of 
the ultra radical adventurer did not matter. Fact, fiction, and 
scholastic quibble were so jumbled together that Trotsky be¬ 
came the Qiiixote of communism, pathetic perhaps, but also 
dangerous, whom only the wisdom and the statesmanship of the 
triumvirs could restrain and render harmless. 

' Sen Stalin^ A Political Biography^ pp. 281-93. 
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Many a parly member, even some of Trotsky’s own ad¬ 
herents, held that in the ‘Lessons of October’ he had chosen his 
ground wrongly.* H(‘ should have eoneenlrated, they said, on 
issues that mattered insttTid of digging up Zinoviev’s and 
Kamenev’s errors of 1917. Irue, he had done tliis in self-defence 
after the triumvirs had raked up all the long-(brgottcn incidents 
of his controversies Avith lamin and alter they had prevented 
him from discussing current affairs. But most j^eople quickly 
lorgot ‘who had started it all’; and they reproached him with 
not k'lling bygones be bygones. Official w riters (juoted against 
him the excerpts from Lenin’s siippr(‘ssed will in which l..enin 
begged the party not to hold against Zinoviev and Kamenev 
their ‘historic errors’. Even Krupskaya, mindful of that advice, 
was pre\ailed upon to n‘l)uk(* 'JVotsky and to say that he had 
made too much of the disagreemiaits between Lenin and his 
disciples, because tlie fate of the revolution depended on the 
attitude of the party and of the working class as a w hole, not 011 
dissensions within a narrow’ circle ofleadcrs.^ 'fins was a telling 
criticism, directed as it w as against the advocate of inner-party 
dc'inocracy. Bolshevik sell’-i^stccmi had anyhow' been wounded 
by "J’rotsky in whose rircollectioris the party’s leadership ap¬ 
peared as a sluggish, hesitant body of men who would never 
have done tlu‘ir duty if they had not been prodded and pushed 
into action by Lenin. 

The debate had a further consequemee which greatly em¬ 
barrassed Trotsky. Some elements of the dispersed anti- 
Bolshevik opposition, who had hitherto hated him lik(' death, 
began to pin their hopes on him.'^ This was inevitable. In a 
single-party system some ol' the su})})ressed enemies of the 
governnuTit, no longer able to light undi r their own banners, 
will applaud any important dissenter even il* he belongs to the 
ruling party and no matter what the reasons for his dissent. 
U’hey tend to view' as their hero any one whom the ruling group 
itself stigmatizes as its dangerous adversary. The circumstance 
that Trotsky demanded freedom of expression, if only within the 
party, commended him at least to some anti-Bolsheviks wdio saw 


* T'rolsky, 7 he Stalin Schmd of luilsificatwn, p. 90. 

^ Krupskaya, ‘K Voprosii <»!) Urukakh Oktyabrya’ in LcninKtn, pp. if)2-(i. 

^ M. Eastman, Since Lenin Died, j)p. 128 9; Itajanov, Aver Staline dam le Kremlin, 
p. »6. 
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no future for themselves without any Irecclom of expression. 
This was by no means the prevalent attitude among the anti- 
Bolsheviks. Many or perhaps most of them viewed with glee the 
fall of the man on whom tlu‘y placed the chief blame for their 
defeat in the ci\ il war. But the triumvirs made the most of'any 
sign of real or spurious sympathy for Irolsky which could be 
detected outside the party, while hi‘ was all the more anxious 
to say and do nothing that might encourage such sympathy. 
This accounted largely for his restraint and long silences, and 
for his constant and emphatic reiteration of his solidarity with 
the triumvirs in the face of common eneini(*s. 

Finally, the iitcrary debate’ had an important effect on the 
triumvirs themselves. Its result was to discredit all tlie chief 
controversialists with the sole exception of Stalin, whose pieslige 
was, on the contrary, enhanced. Trotsky had concentrated his 
attack on Zinoviev and Kamenev who had clearly expressi-d 
and placed on record their objections to the October insurrec¬ 
tion. Stalin, having been less articulate and much more elusive 
in 1917, was now far less vulnerable. Indeed, Zinoviev and 
Kamenev stood at present in need of his moral support; and 
they were glad to rectrive from him t(*stinionials nl' good Bol¬ 
shevism.* This helped Stalin to establish himself delinit(‘ly as the 
senior triumvir. 'Fhus, unwittingly, Trotsky helped to defeat his 
future allies and to promote his chief' and most dangerous 
adversary. 


The storm raised by the ‘Lessons of October’ made Trotsky’s 
position as Commissar of War untenable. The triumvirs had de¬ 
nounced him in such terms that they could not leave him in 
charge of the country’s military affairs, although only a year 
earlier they wenr still afraid to accept his resignation. They now 
openly worked to remove him from the Commissariat. 

In no phase of the struggle did Trotsky make the slightest 
attempt to appeal against them to the army. He restrained those 
of his followers who, like Antonov-Ovseenko, had been tempted 
to draw into the controversy the military cells which were, under 

* Stalin, Sochinmya, vol. vi, pp. 326- 7. ('I'hc text of Stalin's slatenierit in ddrnce 
of Zinoviev and Kamenev as ‘good old Bolsheviks’ is somewhat toned down in his 
Works (compar(*d with the original published in LeniriKm^ pp. 88- Hp) but clear 
enough.) 
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vlie pai'ly s ruU-s aiul vrjrulaliHns, cntiUed to Uavt* Vhcir say. 
Oflicii'il spokcsniciiy it shniild he adcircl, ncvc'r rcproacJiccl 
Antonov-Ov.s('(‘iiko with any oH'cncc grav(T than this -there 
was no qiK'stion ol any plot or pr(*parations for a ro///j; and 
they rept'aledly acknowledged Trotsky's restraining^ inlluence.' 
W'hen hints wen' di'opjied about his Bonapartisi ambition, this 
was doiK' in ])rival(‘ gossip only. 'J'rotsky was not acciisc’d ol' 
making any single move designed to us(' his position as Clorn- 
missar ol'VVar to his ])olitical advantage. He acknowledged as a 
matter of course, the Politbureau's jurisdiction over the army. 
CoriS(‘qu('ntly, he accepted, tliough not without ]notest, tlie dis¬ 
missal and demotion of his followT'rs from the most infiiK'ntial 
posts in his (Jommissariat and the appointment to them of his 
adversari(‘s.- 

It would be futile to speculate wlu'ther Trotsky would have 
succc'cded if'he had attempted a military roufi. Early in the con¬ 
flict, before the CieiK'ial Sc'creiariat had begun to shift and 
shuflh' the party personnel in tlu! army, his chances of' success 
might have' b('('n liigh; they dwindled later. He never tric'd to 
test the chances. He was convincc'tl that a miliiaiy pnmiinr/ame///o 
would be an irrej^arable setback for the rex olution, evt n if he 
were to be associaUrd v\ ith it. He had declared at the thirtecailh 
(‘ongress lliat Ik* saw^ in th(! party hh(‘ only historic instnmK'nt 
which the W’orking class possessed for the solution of its funda¬ 
mental tasks’; and he could not try and smash that instrument 
with the army's hands. In any conflict with the party, he held, 
the army W'oiild have to rely on the support of counlcr- 
i'(AT)lutionary forec's and this would have condemned It to play 
a reactionary part. Tiue, he saw^ ‘degeneration’ in the party. 
But this consisted in the bn'ach betwei'ii the leadi'is and the 
rank and fih* and in the party’s loss of its democratic base. The 
task, as he saw it, was to reconstitule that base and to reconcile 
the leadc'rs and the rank and file. Ultimately the revolution’s 
salvation lay in a political revival ‘down below’, in the depth of 
society. Military action ‘from above’ could only usher in a 
regime' even llirthcr removed from a workers’ democracy than 
w^as the pniserit government. Such was the ‘logic of things’; and 

' Al tlu- lliirtmith rrmirrrncc even cjlVuial speakers rel’errecl to Trotsky’s 
restraining influenre, se<*, e.g., Lt>niiii:ul/e's speeeh in /;/ h'on/emit.wa <//', 

p. 11 ;{. - Mtira vol. ii, j)p. - j . 
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he did not believe that he could stand against it. He placed his 
own person and action within the framework of the social forces 
wliich determined the course of events; he saw his own role as 
subordinate to those forces; and his aim, the revival of prole¬ 
tarian democracy, dictated to him the choice of his means. 

In the course of the year 1924 the direction of the Com¬ 
missariat of War slipped from his hands. Through Frunze and 
Unschlieht the triumvirs gradually extended their control over 
the whole body of the army's political commissars; and now^ 
they had no qualms about drawing the armed forces into the 
inner-party conflict. They submitted to the military cells resolu¬ 
tions condemning Trotsky for publishing the ‘Lessons of 
October’; and they convened a national conference of the poli¬ 
tical commissars and placed before them a motion demanding 
Trotsky’s dismissal from the Department of War. At this time 
Trotsky once again succumbed to an attack of malaria and he 
did not, it seems, even state his case to the commissars. The con- 
ftTcncc duly passed the motion demanding his dismissal. Then 
he suffered the same rebuff from the communist cell on the 
Military Revolutionary Council, the Council over whicli he had 
presided since the day it was formed. To crown it all, a plenary 
session of the Central Committee was called for 17 January 
1925, and ‘the Trotsky case’ figured as the first item on the 
agenda. 

On 15 January Trotsky addressed a letter to the Central Com¬ 
mittee in which he excused, on grounds of illness, his absence 
from the forthcoming session; but he stated that he had delayed 
his planned departure from Moscow—he w as to go to the Cau¬ 
casus again—in order to answer questions and offer explanations 
which might be required of him. Concisely and with subdued 
anger, he replied to the main accusations levelled against him— 
this w^as his only reply to the critics of the ‘Lessons of October’. 
I’hen he asked to be immediately relieved from his duties as 
President of the Revolutionary Military Council and declared: 
T am ready to carry out any work whatever assigned to me by 
the Central Committee, in whatever position or without any 
position and, it goes without saying, under any conditions what¬ 
ever of parly control.’‘ 

At the Politburcau Zinoviev and Kamenev proposed to ask 

‘ 'The full text of the letter is in Eastman, Since Lenin Diedj pp. >55-«- 
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the Central Committee to expel Trotsky from the Politbiireau 
and the Commit lee*. Ojire again, to t heir irritation, Stalin re¬ 
fused to comply; and Zinoviev and Kamenev wonderc'd whether 
he might not make peace with Trotsky at their expense. The 
Central Committee decided that Trotsky should continue to sit 
on the Committee and the Politbun^au; but it threatened him 
once again with expulsion if he engaged in any new controversy.* 
The Central Committee then formally declared the ‘literary 
debate’ as closed; but in the same Ijreath it instnictcd all jjro- 
paganda departments to continue the campaign ‘which would 
enlighten the whole party... about the anti-Bolshevik character 
of Trotskyism, beginning from the year 1903 and ending with 
the ‘Ta'ssons of October'’ Another campaign was to make clear 
to the country at large, not only' to party members, the danger 
to the ‘alliance of workers and peasants’ which Trotskyism car¬ 
ried with it. As Trotsky was not allowed to reply, this became a 
‘one-sided debate’. 7 'he Central Committee finally ‘declared it 
impossible that he should continue to tvorkon the Revolutionary 
Military Council’. 

Thus, with the badges of infamy stuck over the badges of his 
fame, tvith cries of denunciation ringing in his ears, gagged and 
forbidden ev('n to defend himself, he- left tin; Commissariat :ind 
the army which he had led for seven long and fateful years. 

* lV>I)(iv, Outline History nf the CPSU, vol. ii, p. 2U); KPSS v Rezolutsyakh^ vol, i, 
pp. 913-21. 



CHAPTER III 


‘Not by Politics Alone . . 

"T-OT by politics alone doth man live . . / was the title 
1^^ 'I rotsky gave to a short (‘ssay of his which appeared in 
JL 1 Praida in tlu' siiinrner ol* Li'asl ol'all could he 

himself live by j^olilics aloru'. PL\en at llu* most vital moments 
of llu' struggle for power his literary and cultural activities took 
up a great part of his energy; and he became still more dei*ply 
absorbed in them when he left tlie f lommissariat ol AVar and 
the inner-party controv ersy slackened for a timi‘. Not that lie 
sought to escape from politics. His interc'st in literature, art, 
and education remained j)()litical in a wide r sense, iiut lu: 
n‘fused to dwell on the surface of public affairs. He. turned th(‘ 
struggh* for power into a struggle for the ‘souP of th(‘ revolution; 
and he therc'by gave new dimensions and new depth to the 
conflict in which h<‘ was involved. 

How intensely indeed h(‘ was (‘iigaged in littaary work during 
the most crucial clashes in the P(»liil)ureau can b(‘ seen even 
from the following few facts. In the stunmer of vvlien he 

refused to accept the office of* \’ice-Prernie.r tinder l.enin and, 
incurring the Politl>ureau’s censure, went on leave, he dev'oted 
the better pari of his holiday to literary criticism. The State 
Publishers had collected his pre-rc'volulionary essays on litera¬ 
ture for republication in a special volumi* of his Wnrks\ and he 
intended to write a preface stirveying llu- condition of Russian 
letters since the rc‘volution. 'riie ‘jjref'ace' grew in size and b(‘- 
carne an independent work, lie gav(' to it nearly all his leisure 
but failed to conclude it. He rcsunu*d writing during his next 
summer holiday, in 1923, when his conflict with the triumvirs, 
complicatt'd by the expectation of revolution in Germany, w'as 
mounting to a climax; and this time he returned to Moscow 
with the maiiuscri[}t of a new book, Literature and Revolution^ 
ready for ihe prinUT. 

In the course of the same summer he wrote a series of article's 

' Vravda^ 10 July i<j23; Sochinenya, vul. x\i, pp. 3-12. 
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on the manners and in/)rals of post-revolutionary Russia which 
wer(* later eolh'cted in Prohlms of Everyday Life. 'Fhc' topics h(‘ 
disciiss('d ^^ere: funily life und(M- the n(‘w ivgiine; bun'aucracy 
‘enlit^hteiied and iin('nlij;htrned’; ‘civility and politeness’; 
‘vodka, the (llmrch, und the cini ina’; ‘sw(*aring in the Russian 
language'; and so on. Me addressed many meetings of educa¬ 
tionists, librarians, agitators, journalists,and ‘worker-coiTcspond- 
ents'; and in his speeches he dw(‘lt on the dullness, shabbini'ss, 
and lifeh'ssness to which the press had sunk, and insisied on the 
ne(*d to rc'store purity and Ibree (o lli(‘ Russian languag(‘, now 
litten'd with ])ariy jargon and clu he. In the same summer and 
ill the I'ollowing autumn he workt‘d on such diverse' sulyecls as 
a comparative analysis of trade eye li's in the ninetei'nth and 
the twenti(‘th centmies iabout wliieh lie publisht d a sliorl I>ut 
weighty tn'atise in tlu* Vesinik ol th<‘ Socialist .Veademy;* and 
the tvinlroversy lielween two schools in })syehology, Pavlov's 
and Ibtud's. He had long bten familiar with I'n'ud’s theory; 
and he studied Pavlov's works and prcjiared himself to intcr- 
\ en<‘ in the controversy with a ])lca Ibr frc c'dorn of research and 
ex|H*riin<‘ntation and for toliTanee towards the rreudian school. 
In i()2.i he also wrote*, and |)id)lished in book Icinn, the bio¬ 
graphical sketches of Lenin in which, by jm'senting ihv founder 
of Bolshevism in all his humanit) , he implicitly made his cri- 
ticpie of the official ‘icon’ of lA'iiin and ofthe incipient Lenin cult. 

In these writings he sought to strike' at tlie roeU and not ine'iely 
at the symptoms ol’the evils which bc'sc't the revolutiem: at the 
spiritual bac kwardne-ss of Mother Russia which was no h'ss 
important than lie'r eceinomie poverty. He' s])oke ofthe nec'd for 
‘primitive c ultural accumulation' as be*ing at least as urgent as 
the' nec'd for industrial accumulation. He c:xposi'd the sc)il in 
which Stalinism was be-ginning to grow, and he sought to 
change' the' climate in which it was to llourish. Hence the im¬ 
portance* ht' attached to manners and morals and to ‘stnall 
matters' of t'vc'ryday life: he showc'd how these allecle'd the 
affairs of slate. His treatment of such topics is best illustratc'd by 
what he wrote about the' ])eculiarly Russian habits of swearing: 

Abusive* language and swearing are a Iegac> of slavcTy, huiuilia- 
lie)u, and disrc'spee't for the dignity of man, one's own dignity and 
that of other pe*e)ple. ... I should like^ tei hear from our j)hiloIogists, 
* Sinliinniva, vol. xii. J37 63. 
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linguists, and folklore experts whether they know in any other lan¬ 
guage such dissolute, sticky, and low terms of abuse as those wc have 
in RussiaTi. As far as I know, nothing or almost nothing of the kind 
exists outside our country. Swearing in our lower classes was the 
result of despair, embittennent, and above all, of slaver)' w ithout 
hope and escape. The swearing of our upper classes, the swearing 
that came out of the throats of the gentry and of those in office, was 
the outcome of class rule, of slave-owners'' pride, and of unshakeal)le 
power. . . . Two streams of Russian abuse —the swearing of masters, 
officials, and police, full and fat, and the hungry, desperate, and 
tormented swearing of llie masses—ha\'e coloured the whf»le of 
Russian life with despicable patterns. . . . 

The revolution, however, is primarily the awakening of the human 
personality in the masses, in those masses whic h were supposed to 
possess no pcTsonality. In spile of occasional cruelty and the 
sanguinar)- relentlessness of its methods, the revolution is . .. marked 
by growing respect for the dignity of the individual and by an ever 
increasing concern for the weak. A rexolution does not deserve its 
name if it does not help with all its might and all the means at its 
disposal—if it docs not help woman, twofold and threefold enslaved 
in the past, to get on to the road of individual and social progress. 
A revolution does not deserve its name if'it docs not take the greatest 
possible earc of the children . . , for whose benefit it has l.)een made. 
But how^ can one create... a new life based on mutual consideration, 
on self-respect, on the real equality of women . . ., on the efficient 
care for children—in an atmosphere poisoned with tlic roaring, 
rolling, ringing, and resounding swearing of masters and slaves, that 
swearing which sj)arcs no one and stops at notliing? The struggle 
against ‘foul language’ is an essential condition of menial hygiene just as 
the fight against filth and vermin is a condition of physical hygiene_ 

Psychological habits, coming doxvn from generation to generation 
and permeating the whole climate of life, arc extremely tenacious. 

. . . How often do we in Russia make a violent rush forward, strain 
our forces, and then let things drift in the old way? . . . This is true 
not only of the uncivilized masses but also of the advanced and 
so-called responsible elements in our present social order. T'herc is 
no denying that the old pre-revolutionary forms of foul language are 
still in use now, six years after October, and that they are even 
en vogue high up ‘at the top’. . . . Our life is made up of the most 
striking contrasts.* 

In this struggle against the persistent and resurgent traditions 
of a way of life which had been rooted in serfdom Trotsky was 

* Prai'da, iC May 1923; Sochinenya^ vol. xxi, pp. 26- 31. 
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to suffer a defeat as cruel as that which he suffered in the poli¬ 
tical field. But he showed a deep historical insight into the 
nature of the forces by which he was to be overwhelmed. I'lie 
‘two streams of* Russian abuse’ were to nuTge in Stalinism and 
to impose their ‘despicable patterns’ on the revolution itself. 
Fifteen years later, during the great purges, the two streams 
swelled into a flood: it was then possible for an Attorney- 
General to rail at men in the dock, who had occupied the most 
exalted positions in state and party, in such terms as ‘you son 
of a bull and a pig’; and the highest magistrates wound up their 
obsessive perorations witli the scream: ‘shoot the mad dogs!’ 
The cursing rolled on from the courtrooms to factories, farms, 
editorial ofliccs, and university halls; and for several years its 
din deah'iied the whole of Russia. It was as if centuries of 
swearing had become' condensed in a single moment, come to 
life in Stalinism, and burst upon the world. 


The October Revolution had given fresh impulses to cultural 
life; but it had also thoroughly upset it and created enormous 
difliculties. lliis would have been the cftect of any revolution, 
even in the most fa\'ourablc circumstances, and even with the 
educated elements oi'the nation on its side. The effect w^as im¬ 
mensely aggravated w hen the chief moving force of the revolu¬ 
tion was an oppressed, propcrty-lcss, and of necessity uneducated 
class. I’rue, the Bolshevik I(*aders \wcrc men of the intelligentsia; 
and some of them jiossessi'd wide and profound education. But 
they w'ere a mere handful. 'Fhe ‘cadres' consisted mostly of self- 
educated workers and hall-educated people of petty bourgeois 
descent. 7 ’hc party had trained them in politics, organization, 
and sometimes in the broad philosophy of Marxism. But all too 
often their approach to cultural affairs only showed that a little 
knowledge could be \vorse than comph'te ignorance. 

The majority ol* the intelligentsia had met the October 
Revolution with hostility. Some died in the civil war. Many 
emigrated. Of those who had survived and stayed in Russia 
many came to serve the new' regime as ‘specialists’. A few even 
became enthusiastically converted to the revolution and did 
their best to raise the nation culturally. But most of the men 
of the intc'lligcntsia were either too rigid in conservative habits 
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ol mind or rls(' loo intimidatrd or loo im'diocre and scn ilr to 
exercise a large and fruitful intellectual influence. They took it 
ill when tlu'v were |)lac(‘d under the orders ol'sell-educated or 
half-(Tlucaled commissars. On the other hand, the commissars 
olien lacked conlidenc(' in ihemsidves, and were suspicious and 
inclined to disgiiis(‘ inner uncertainty by bluffand Iduster. 'I’hey 
were also fanatically convinced of the justice of theii’ cause and 
sure that they had ilnmd in Marxism, in which, of necessity, they 
were also only half-educated, the master key to all problems of 
society, including those of science and art. All the stronger 
were the intelligentsia confirmt'd in their characteristic pre¬ 
judices, and in tlie su])ercilious conviction that Marxism could 
leach llurn nothing, that its Wi'liauschauiinii \vas a mer e Tirrago 
of hall-l)aked half-truths'. 'I hus a gulf was fixcrl between them 
and ih(' n(‘w ruling groups. 

Trotsky, like lariin, lUikharin, Lunacharsky, Krasin, and a 
few others, did his utmost to bridge the gulf He ph aded with 
the commissars and th(' ])arly S(Tretari(‘S to treat th(‘ inlt'lli- 
gentsia with consideration and respect; and he urg(‘cl the* intel¬ 
ligentsia to show great(T understanding Ibr the necxls ol'the time 
and i'or Marxism. These pleadings had their idft'ct, l)ut the 
gull’, though narro\\ ('d, was still there.'J'hen it again began to 
widen. As the party hierarchy began to i'ree itsc'lf i'rom all forms 
f»f public control and get accustomed to arbitrary government, 
it became more and more inclined to impose* its dictates upon 
the scientist, the man of letters, and tin* artist as well. It also 
began to dtrvelop its own ambitif)ns and to encourage ‘culturar 
aspirations which flattered its parvenu vanity and yet appeared 
to have tlu* merits of revolutionary innovation. The slogans of 
‘proletarian culture’, ‘proletarian art’, and ‘[)ro]etarian litera¬ 
ture' were coined, soon acquiring the same kind of popularity 
that th(^ ‘})rolelarian strategic doctrine’ had enjoyed in tin* army 
soin<‘whal earlier.^ 

Trotsky saw it his task to curb intoh’rance and to (*x[)f)se the 
futility of th(* slogans about proletarian culture and art. 'I’his was 
not easy. The idea of proh^tarian culture ap];)ealt‘d to some Bol¬ 
shevik intellectuals, and to young workers in whom the revolu¬ 
tion had awakent'd a craving for education but in wdiom it had 
also released iconoclastic instincts. In the background there was 

* St*c The Prophet Armed, pp. 482-5. 
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th(‘ peasants' anarchic hostility towards all that had been asso¬ 
ciated with the gentry’s way of life, including its ‘cultural 
values'. (When the muzhik set fire to his landlord’s mansion he 
often let go up in flarm s ihi* library and the paintings—he saw 
in them only part of the landlord’s possessions.) 'Fheorizing 
Bolsheviks rationalizcTl this iconoclastic mood into a ps('udf)- 
Marxist njection of the old ‘class culture’ which was to be 
swept away. Prolpfkull proclainu'd thf‘ advt^nt of proh'tarian 
science and art. 'fhe doctrinaires of this grou]) of writers and 
artists argued with some plausibility that just as there had been 
feudal and bourge'ois ejxx hs in the history of l ivilization, so the 
proletarian dictatorship ought to inaugurate^ a culture of its 
own, pe*nn(‘ated by Marxist class consciousness, militant inter¬ 
nationalism, mat(‘rialism, athe^isin, and so forth. Some main¬ 
tained that Marxism by itself aln^ady constituted that new 
culture. 'I’lie originators and adherents e)l‘such vie'ws strove to 
obtain for thean the* ])arty's support and evt‘n to make of th(‘m 
the' guiding principle's e)l‘educational policy. 

Be)th I.enin and 'Trotsky rej)udiated the Proletkult the'e)ry. 
Lenin, howe-ver, e'oiifincd himse*lf to a few brief* and sharp 
staterne'iits and le'ft the fie*ld to 'Trotsky, te) whom it was more* 
congenial. We shall presently see how 'Tre)tsky conducted the 
argume*nt against Proletkult. 'The prete'nsions of henv- 

e'ver, were only the* me)st extreme* e‘xpre'ssie>n e)f an inclination 
which was wide'spre'atl I'ar be*yond Proletkult circles, e*specially 
ame)ng party men in charge of e*ducational and cultural affairs— 
an inclination to settle such affairs by word of command, to 
lay down the law, and to intimidate those who were tex) well 
e'ducated, toe) inte*lligeiU, or too inde*j)e nde'nt-minded to obey. 
It was this frame of mind, from w^hich the cultural policy of 
Stalinism was to take* its rise, that Trotsky untiringly sought 
to overe'ome: ‘ J'he state is an organizatiein of compulsion’, 
he .said in an address to educationists, ‘conse'quently Marxists 
in office* may feel tempted to arrange rve*n the*ir cultural 
and educational work among the* toiling masses on the prin¬ 
ciple: “here is truth reve'aled to you -go dowm on your knees 
before it”. Of course, ours is a stern gove'rnment. The workers’ 
state has the right and the* duty to apply e'ompulsion. We turn 
ruthless force against the emernie's of the* weirking class. But in 
the education of the working class this “herc-is-truth-dowm-on- 
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your-knees” method . . . contradicts the very essence of 
Marxism/* 

Such exhortations and warnings fill many pages in The Cul¬ 
ture of a Transhmi PerioeL Volume XXI of Trotsky’s Works, 
Words of command addressed to scientists and bans on their 
theories ‘can bring us nothing except harm and shame’, he in¬ 
sisted, anticipating the harm and the shame of Stalin’s pro¬ 
nouncements on linguistic and biological, not to speak of 
sociological heresies. It should be added that Trotsky did not 
argue in this spirit only after he had been driven into oppo¬ 
sition. As early as in January 1919 he wrote, for instance: 

Our party . . . never was and never can become a flatterer of the 
working class.... The conquest of power does not by itself transform 
the working class or invest it with all virtues: it only opens before it 
the opportunity of learning, developing its mind, and freeing itself 
of its inadequacies. By an intense effort the leading groups of the 
Russian working class have carried out work of gigantic historic 
significance. But even in tliesc groups there is still too much half- 
knowledge and scmi-coinpctcnce.^ 

With this half-knowledge and semi-competence he came to 
blows again and again. Lenin, when he introduced N.E.P., 
told the Bolsheviks that they had ‘to learn to trade’. It w^as 
not less important, Trotsky added, that they should ‘learn to 
learn’. 

It was baneful, he reiterated, to approach the ‘cultural heri¬ 
tage’ of the past with nihilistic contempt. The working class had 
to take possession of that heritage and to guard it. The Marxist 
should not accept it all indiscriminately; he ought to view the 
cultural legacy dialectically and sec its historically formed con¬ 
tradictions. The achievements of civilization had so far served 
a double purpose: they had assisted man in gaining knowledge 
and control of nature and in developing his own capacities; but 
they had also served to perpetuate society’s division into classes 
and man’s exploitation by man. Consequently, some elements of 
the heritage were of universal significance and validity while 
others were bound up wdth obsolete or obsolescent social sys- 

* He clelivei rd this address in June 1924, just after the thirteenth congress had 
denounced his ‘deviation from Leninistn*. Sochinenjfay vol. xxi, pp. 133 6;^. 

^ Sochinenya, vol. xxi, pp. 97 98. Ibid., p. 260. 
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terns.* The communist approach to the cultural legacy should 
therefore be selective. As a rule, the main body of the strictly 
scientific thought of the past was relatively little distorted 
through the fact that it grew up in class society. It was in ideo¬ 
logical creation, especially in notions on society itself, that man’s 
domination by man was mirrored most directly. But even there 
elements which reflected class op])ression and served to per¬ 
petuate it were intricately combined with other elenumts 
through \vhich man took cognizance of himself, sharpened his 
mind, enlarged his intelligence, gained insight into his emo¬ 
tions, learned to control himself, and therefore to some extent 
surmounted the limitations of his social circumstances. That was 
why works oI‘art created hundreds and even thousands of years 
ago still fascinated modern man and continued to strike a chord 
in him even while he was engaged in proletarian revolution or in 
building socialism. 'Jo be sure, the builder of socialism should 
review critically, using the criteria of dialectical materialism, all 
inherited values; but this could have nothing to do with flat 
rejection or pseudo-Marxist humbug. Before the cultural valu(*s 
of the ])ast could be subjected to criticism they must be 
thoroughly assimilated; and before tlie Marxist decided to re- 
vi.se f rom his angle any field ol knowh dgc, he must first master it 
‘from the inside’. 


Addressing the old intelligentsia, Trotsky argued from the 
opposite angle: he sought to persuade them that they could not 
live by the cultural heritage alone, and that they should re¬ 
educate themselves and find their place in Soviet society. He 
was concerned in particular with the outlook of the scientists and 
technologists, whom he repeatedly addressed on the relation 
between Marxism and science. His own interest in the subject 
was stimulated when, after his departure from the Commis¬ 
sariat of War, he became head of the Board Ibr Electro-tech¬ 
nical Development and of the Committee for Industry and 
Technology. A new field ofstudy opened before him—one which 

* Trotsky sjwkf" oi‘ the dual role of llu* machino whic h has laisod (he worker's 
productive power but has, under capitalism, also st'i ved as an instrument of ex¬ 
ploitation. Yet socialism cannot and does not renounce the use of the machine. 
This is obvious to everyone, but the same reasoning applies to most achievements 
of civilization. 
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had attracted him in his early youth and which he then aban¬ 
doned for the sake of revolutionary activity. He' now Ix-canie 
iiaH'-administrator and hall*-student\ '1 was especially inter¬ 
ested', he writes,' ‘in tlie Committee lor Industry and 'rechno- 
loj2^y, which, because of the centraliz('d charactei* o( Soviet 
industry, had de\eloped on (|uit(‘ a lai\£^e scale. I diligently 
visited many laboratories, watclu'd ivxpia inK'iits .. . and listened 
to explanations gi\en by ouistandiiui^ scientists. In my s])an‘ 
lime I studied textbooks on chemistry and hydrod\narnies. . . .' 
These interests an* stnm^ly rellect(*d in liis wrilint^s ol'the ) ('ais 
1925-6. Siltino’ at the liet ofthe scientists, he also acted as their 
tutor in the sociology and the Marxist jdiilosophy orscienci*. IT* 
was probably iiillu(*nced l)y laui^els's Dialddik derXatur, llu* first 
German and Russian ('ditions ol which ap|K*an‘d in Moscow in 
1925. H(‘ made no explicit reference to that work, but it is iin- 
lik(‘ly that he should not have* read it; and on some j)oints lie 
follows closely fai^els's line of thought. 

At least three of his (‘xcursions into tin* philosojiliy fil sciencc 
des(*rv(' to be mentioned lien*: an address on Mendelee\ , de¬ 
livered at an .Ml-Russian Congress ol'Scientists in Seiilember 
1925, on the occasion of an anniversary of tlie great ch(‘mist; a 
lecture on ‘Culture and Socialism’ given at tlu* Red S(|uare 
Club in February 1926; and a speech on ‘Racho, Science, 
'I’cchnology, and Society’ at the Congre ss liir tin* promotion of 
radio held in March ofthe same year. 

Th(*re was nothing of th<* prol'essional philosr)pher abotit 
Trotsky. He never plumbed the depths of gnosiology as Lenin 
did in Knipiriocriticism and Malmalism. He attempted no syste¬ 
matic exposition ofthe principles of dialectics; he pn'ferred to 
apply them in jiolitical and historical analyses rather than to 
expound them in the abstract. Vet it is diflicult to read his W(n ks 
without becoming aware f)f the well-firined philosophy behind 
lh(*m, of the deep thought he had given to questions of method, 
and of his wid(! if not very systematic' erudition. H<* carried this 
erudition lightly, avoided the pundit's poiuh'rous jironounce- 
rnents, and as if deliberately spoke the language ofthe* dilet¬ 
tante. For all this, or perhaps bcrcause of it. In's ('ew' essays on the 
dialectics o( science belong to ihr most illuminating and lucid 
Marxist statements on the subject. 

* Trotsky, Afnyfi vul. ii, p. yGa. 
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Nothing was further from 'IVotsky's mind than any attempt: 
to impose polities njxni seierie(‘. He ass<‘rted the scientist’s right 
and even duty to remain ]K»]itically disinterested in the course 
of research and study, riiis, howevc*r, sliould not prevent the 
scientist from st eing tlu' j)laee o(‘sci(‘nc(! in society. Tliere was 
no contradiction beiwecTi the disinterestedness of the individual 
sci(*niisi and the d<‘(*p irivolv<*tneni ofscienci* as a whole in the 
social conllicts of its ag(\ Similarly, an individual solditu* or 
ri‘volLUi(mary may figlil and give his lil'e disinteri'stedly, but an 
army and a [uirty must have d(‘finit(‘ interests and aspirations to 
delend. 

Detac lmu nt and i igorous f)bj(T.tivity in l esearch are necessary, 
but not enough. It is a most vital interest of scitmee itself that 
the scientist should h:i\e abroad and u]>to-daic philosophical 
outlook. This, as a ndt'.hecloes not poss(‘ss. Hence acharact(T- 
istic cleavage in the sci<'ntist\s mind. In his special field or in his 
laboratory Ik' is implicitly a materialist but outside it liis tliink- 
ing is most often confused, unscientific, inclined to idealism or 
e ven to plainly reactionary views. In no gnrat thinker was this 
cleavage more in evidence than in Mendeleev. As a scientist 
lie was one ol' tlie gn'aiesi materialists ol all tim(‘s; yet he w'as 
caught uj) in all the conservatix e Ix'liel’s and prejudices of his 
timi' ami was dexoled to the decaying Tsardom. When he for¬ 
mulated his I^‘riodic Law, lie testified to (lie truth of that 
principh’ o(”diah‘cii( s which occupies a central place in Marxist 
thought and asserts that (|uantitative changes, whether in 
natural or social proce sses, at certain points turn into changes of 
(juaiity. According to the* IVriodic Law- C|uantilative alterations 
in atom weights result in (lualilaiivedilferencesbelwecnchemical 
elements, ^’et Mendc lee'X could not envisage the approach of*the 
om* great fpialita live change-- tluuvxolution.iiiRussiansocicty. 

‘Know in orde-r to lx* able to predict and act' w'as the maxim 
of the great diseox ena*, who compared scienlilic cnxilion to the 
throwing of an iron bi idge aeross a pnripiei': it is not m'ces- 
sary, Mendeleev said, io descend and to look lor a support lor 
the bridge at the bottom of the precipice; it is ('iiough to find sup¬ 
port on one of* the hanks and then to throw across a jirccisely 
W'cighlcd arch xvhich will rest securely on the other bank. 

'The same is true olall scientific thought. It must base itself on the 
granite foundation of experieiiee; hut the g(‘iieralizatioii, like the 




174 PROPHET UNARMED 

arch of the bridge, detaches itself from the world of facts in order to 
intersect it again at another precisely anticipated point. . . . 

That moment ol'scientific creation ... when generalization trans¬ 
forms itself into prognostication and prognostication tests itself suc¬ 
cessfully through experience invariably gives the human mind the 
proiid(‘st and the truest satisfaction.* 

IVIcndelccv the citizen, however, shunned ail sociological 
generalization and political prediction. He viewed with utter 
lack of comprehension the emergence in Russia of the Marxist 
school of thought which formed itself in the course of a contro¬ 
versy with the Narodniks precisely owv a prognostication about 
the way Russian society w'ould devcioj). 

Mendeleev's case then illustrates the predicament of the 
modern scientist: his lack of an integrated vision of the world 
and e.ven of science. Of necessity science works empirically; and 
specialization and fragmentation of knowledge accompanies its 
progress. Yet the greater the specialization and fragmentation, 
the. more urgent is the need for a unifying conception of the 
world—otherwise the thinkers mind becomes constricted with¬ 
in his speciality and even within it his progress is impeded. Lack 
of philosophical insight and distrust of generalizing thought 
have been responsible for much avoidable scientific confusion 
and groping in the dark. Marxism offers the scientist an inte¬ 
grated vision of nature and human society, a vision which, far 
from being an arbitrary concoction or a figment of the meta¬ 
physical mind, accords intimately with the varied empirical 
experience of science.^ 


* Sochinenya, vol. xxi, p. 276. 

* Engels in Dialektik der Aatur points out that Descartes anticipated by about 
200 years the findings of science about Uie conservation of energy, when he asserted 
that the mass of movement in the universe does not change. Had scientists grasped 
Descartes’s thought they might have arrived at their findings much earlier. This 
was a fortiori true of Kant's ‘nebular hypothesis’. ‘Had the gi eat majority of stu¬ 
dents of nature had less aversion for [philosophical] thought, the aversion which 
Newton expressed in his w'arning: Physics Beware f Metaphysics*—they would 
have necessarily drawn from Kant’s . . discovery c( nclusions which would have 
saved them endless detours. , . . Kant's discovery the starting pciint lor all 
further progress [i.e. for overcoming tJie static and ai iopting the dynamic view of 
nature as a whole]. Had inquiry at once proceeded n this direction, the science 
of nature would have been much more advanced by 1 »w than it is. But what good 
could come from philosophy? Kant’s work had no immediate impact and it was 
only years later that Laplace and Hcrschcl . . . vindicated it.* Dialektik der A^alur, 
pp. 14, 62. 
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The unity and the diversity of man’s thought was Trotsky’s 
grand theme. Taking once again Mendeleev’s work as his 
starting point, he surveyed the structure of mod(Tn science. 
Mendeleev had discovered that chimiistry has its basis in 
physics and that chemical reactions an* caused by the physical 
and meclianical qualities of particles. Physiology, Trotsky pro¬ 
ceeded, stands in the same relation to chemistry as that in w^hich 
chemistry stands to physics—not for nothing is it described as 
‘the applied chemistry of living organisms’. ‘Scientific, i.c. 
materialistic, physiology has no use for any special supra- 
chemical Life Force (as conceived by VitalistsandNeo-vitalists) 
in order to explain the processes with which it is concerned. 
Psychology in its turn rests on the foundations of physiology. As 
the physiologist in his strict research can make no use of the con¬ 
cept of Life Force, so can tlu! psychologist not copc! with a single 
one of his specific problems by reference to the “soul”. He has to 
relate psychical experiences to the phenomena of physiological 
existence.’ This is what Freud’s school docs when it reveals that 
man’s sexual urges underlie so many of his mental states; and 
this is a fortiori what the Pavlov school does wlicn it treats the 
human soul as a complicated system of physiologically condi¬ 
tioned reflexes. Finally, the modern science of society is in¬ 
separable from the insight man has gained into the law\s 
governing nature; it sees society as a pi’culiar part of nature. 

Thus on the foundations laid by mechanics and physics rises 
the vast structure of contemporary science, all its varied parts 
interrelated and forming a single whole. Yet unity is not uni¬ 
formity. The laws governing one science cannot be substituted 
for those ruling another. Even though Mendeleev has proved 
that chemical processes are in the last instance physical or 
mechanical, chemistry cannot be reduced directly to physics. 
Still less can physiology be reduced to chemistr)^, or psychology 
and biology to physiology. Nor can the law*s governing the de¬ 
velopment of human society be simply deduced from the law^s 
which apply to nature. In a sense it may remain the ultimate 
objective of science to explain the infinite variety of natural and 
social phenomena by a few general and elementary laws.^ But 

* Engels, in the work already quoted, expresses the view that, at least ‘in the present 
state olknowlcdge*, these general and elementary laws can be Ibrmulated only i n pliilo- 
sophical terms, tliat is in the terms of dialectic’s, but not in those of natural science. 
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scicuufic ihovighl is propvssiiij; lowaids that ()l)jrcti\ t* in siicli 
a way that it npprnrs more and more removed I'rom it, mimely, 
by M\iy of the division nnd spreinliy.iition ol knowiedffe and of 
the formulation and elaboiation of (*\rr ik'U', particular, and 
detailed laws. l’h(‘ view, lor instance, that chemical reactions 
are ultimately di‘iermined by the physical qualities of particles 
was the beginning of all chemical knowledge; but by ilS(‘lf 
it off(Ted not a single clue to any single chemical reaction. 
‘Chemistry works with its own keys; and i* finds those k(‘ys 
only in its own laboratories, ihiough empirical ex})erit‘nce and 
generalization, hypothesis and theory.’ Physiology, connect(‘d 
though it is through the solid channels of organic and physio¬ 
logical chemistry with clu'inisiry at large, has methods and laws 
of its own. So has biology: and so has psychology. Kvery science 
seeks support in the rules of another only ‘in the last instance'; 
and every science applies itself to so particular a sphere*, in 
which elementary ph(‘nomena appear in such complex com¬ 
binations, that every such sphere requires an ap])roach, mt'lhods 
of inquiry', and hypotheses which are peculiar to it alone. It is 
through diversity that ilu* unity of sch nci* asserts itself 

In the study of'nature the autonomy of every sphere of n*- 
search is taken for grant(*(l; no sctIous student permits himself 
to confound the laws pn'vailing in om* sphere with those valid 
in another. Only in n'asonings on socic'ty, in history, (‘conomics, 
and politics, is such confusion and arbitrariness of method still 
endemic. Here no law need be acknowh-dged; or else the laws 
of natural science are crudely projected into the study of 
society, as they are, for instance, by Darwinists who dabble in 
sociology and by the nco-Malthusians.* 

^ Tr(»!sky illustraU-d itus poini l>y quoting J. M. Kryiifs who, on a visit to Mos¬ 
cow, in in liur roiirsf of a Ifc tiiri* at thf* Suprrnir C^ouncii f)!'iht* National 

Ecortoniy explained unernployinent in (irrat Britain by the rau: ol llir inert^ase fit* 
i 1 k ‘ British population. Kfynevs (according to a rrport in Kkommkheskaya ^hizn of 
15 Sf:pU.*inber 1925) went on to say: ‘I suppose, that Russia's poverty befV)re the 
w'ar was caused largely by an excc:ssive grtivvth ol'population. At present, too, a 
considerable excess of the birth rale over the death rate is notic«rable. This is the 
greatest danger tor Russia’s econoniir. future.* At that time there was still unem¬ 
ployment in Ru.ssia. J 3 ut already three years later, when planned economy was 
established, and for decades afterwards, one of the ‘greatest dangers' was shortage 
of inanpow<T and too slow a growth of population, a fact which strikingly demon¬ 
strates the impropriety of applying the Malthusian or neoMalthiisian concept of 
the ‘pressure of pr>pulaiion uynm means of sulwistence’ to the economies oi‘ an 
industrially expanding sciciely. 
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I’rolsky xhrn surveyed broadly the advance ol' science and 
technology 'in the last few decades' and its philosophical im- 
])liealioiis. 1 hat advanci', ass(‘ri(‘d, constilined an almost vin- 
inlerriipltd triumph lor dialectical materialism, a. triumph 
whicli, paradoxically, the j)hilosophers and even th<* scientists 
were ri'luctani to at knowledge. ''TIk' success(‘s oI‘ scienet* in 
mastering matter are, on the contrary, accompanied by a philo- 
sojdiical struggle against materialism.’ Tin* discovery of'radio- 
acti\ity in ])articular had encouraged philosoplurs to draw 
anti-materialistic conclusions. Vet their arguments were (‘flective 
only in criticism ol the old physics and e)t'the mechanistic x aric'ty 
ol* phiI()SO|)hical materialism connected with it. Dialertical 
maUTialism liad never tied itself* to llu* old physics indeed, it 
had philosopliically transcemded it in the middle of the nine- 
teentli eentury, w(*ll ahead ol the seii iitisls. Insisting only oji the 
primacy of*being ‘matter*- -in relation to thought, diahriieal 
materialism idi'nlifies itsellWith no partii ular conception of’the 
struelure of matter and treats eveny such conception as b(‘ing 
only of relative validity a stage in die progress ot‘empirical 
knowledge. The scientists, on th<' otliei* liand, find it difficult 
to dissociate philosophical malerialisiii from this or* lliat jdiase 
of their in(|uiry into the nature of'mattcT. Ifonly they learned to 
approach the issues in a larger spirit, to combine inductive and 
deductive reasoning, and em))irical and abstrac t thouglit—they 
w^ould be able to sec' their ow n discoveries in l^etler pcaspective, 
avoid attributing to them absolute philosojdiical significance, 
and even anticipate more c learly the transitions irom one phase 
of science to anothc-r. Many scientists dwelling on tiic' allegedly 
anti-materialistic im])lications of radio-activity i:ould not evc'ii 
sc'c w'liilht'r the* discovc'iy of radio-acli\’ity led them; and they 
viewed sceptically the ])ossibility of splitting the alom. Critieiz- 
ing this altitude, Trotsky wc'iit on record with this prediction: 

The phenomena o f radio-m livily lead us straight lo (he problem of releasing 
(he inner energy of the atom, . . . 'The. greatest (ask if contemporary physies is to 
extract from the atom its latent energ)-- to tear open a plug so that that energy 
should ivell up with all ih might. Then it will become possible to replace coal 
and petrol by atomic energy which will become onr basic fuel and motive power. 

Countering the scc])tics, he exclaimed: 

This is by no means a hopeless task, and what vistas its solution will open 
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up! . . . scientific and technological thouf^ht is approaching the point of a great 
upheaval; and so the social revolution of our time coincides with a revolution 
in ?nans inquiry into the nature of matter and in his mastery of matter.^ 

Irolsky made this prophecy on i March 192G. He was not to 
li\'c to see it come true; he was to die almost on the eve of its 
fulfilment. 

Of his excursions into the philosophy ol'science one deserves 
to be especially recalled his plea in delence ol l'reudian psycho¬ 
analysis. Already in the early 1920's the Frc'udian school of 
thouglit found its(‘lf under a ferocious attack which was to ban¬ 
ish it from the So\iet Union for many decades. To influential 
party men, who had hardly any first-hand knowledge of Freud's 
theory, the school with its ov(T-emphasis on sex appeared sus¬ 
pect and incompatible with Marxism. However, intolerance of 
Freudism was not confined to Bolsheviks; it was, at least, just 
as strong in politically conser\ativc academic circles, among 
Pavlov's Ibllowers who were bent on estalflishing a virtual mono¬ 
poly for their own teachings. They had this advantage over the 
Freudians that their school had grown up on Russian soil, and 
that to Marxist intellectuals it appealed as being lh(‘ more ob¬ 
viously materialistic of the two. Thus party men and Academi¬ 
cians formed a curious alliance against psycho-analysis. 

Trotsky, we know, was perturbed by this as early as 1922. 
In that year he wrote a letter to Pavlov in which he sought to 
vindicate Freudism and tactfully entreated Pavlov to exercise 
influence in favour of tolerance and freedom of research. 
Whether he sent the letter is not known; but he included it in 
volume XXI of his Works, Pavlov, it seems, ignored the plea. In 
the heat ol’thc subsequent political crisis Trotsky could not pur¬ 
sue the matter. But he took it up again in 1926; and this time he 
protested in public against the sycophancy by which the Pavlov 
school was already surrounded. He spoke with propci* r(!spect 
and admiration about the teaching of Pavlov himself as being 
‘completely in harmony with dialectical materialism’ and as 
‘destroying the partition betw'een physiology and psychology’. 
Pavlov sees ‘the basic reflexes as physiological and the system of 
reflexes as resulting in consciousness’; he also views ‘the accumu¬ 
lation of physiological quantity as producing a new “psycho- 


‘ Sochinenya, vol. xxi, p. 415. (My italics.) 
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logical” quality’. But Trotsky spoke with irony about the exag¬ 
gerated pretensions of the Pavlov school, especially about its 
boast that it could (•x|)lain the subtlest play of the human mind 
and even poetic creation as the work ofconditioiurd reflexes only. 
Indeed, Irotsky remarked, Pavlov’s method is ‘experimental 
and painstaking: it approaches its gen(*ralizations step by step: 
it starts from the dog’s saliva and advances towards poetry’; but 
‘the road to poetry can hardly be seen yet’. 

He protested against the disparagement of I'l eudism all the 
more strongly because he held that Freud’s teaching, like Pav¬ 
lov’s, was inherently materialistic. The two theories, he argued, 
difhT in their methods oi’inciuiry, not in philosophy.^ Pavlov 
adopts the strictly empirical method and actually proceeds from 
physiology to psychology. Freud i)ostulates in adx ancc the physio¬ 
logical urg(! b(‘hind ]:)sychical processes; and his approach is 
more speculative. It is arguable that the Freudians give too much 
weight to sex at the expense ofother factors; but a controversy 
over this would still rtmiaiii within the liamework of philo¬ 
sophical materiali.sin. The psycho-analyst ‘does not ascend from 
the lowest [physiological] to the highest [psychological] pheno¬ 
mena and I’rom the basic to the complicated reflexes. Instead, he 
attempts to take all the intermediate stages at one jump, a jump 
from above; downwards, from tin; religious myth, the lyrical 
poem, or the dream straight down to the physiological basis of 
the human psyche.’ In a striking image Trotsky clinched the 
comparison: 

The idealists tell us . . . that the ‘soul’ is a bottomless well. Both 
Pavlov and Freud think that ])hysiology forms its bottom. Pavlov, 
like tlic diver, plunges down to llic lowest depth and painstakingly 
investigates the well from there upwards. Freud stands oxer it and 
with a penetrating gaze attempts to pierce its ever shifting and 
troubled wat(Ts and to exj)lore or guess the shape of things down 
below. 

Piivlov’s experimental method had, of course, a certain ad¬ 
vantage over Freud’s partly speculative approach which some¬ 
times led the psycho-analyst to fantastic surmises. Yet, 

* In tiis letter lo Pavlox’, 'IVolsky argued about the attinity of the two scht)ols as 
Ibllows: ‘V'our teaching about conditioned rellcxrs embraces, so it seems to me, 
Preud's theory as a particular instance. The .sublimation ol sexual energy ... is 
nothing but the lormation on a sexual bitsis ol Uie conditioned reflexes « i)liis one, 
« plus two, and of the reflexes of further degrees.’ Ibid., p. 260. 
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it would he. too simple and crude lo declare psycho-analysis as in- 
compalibh; with Marxism and to turn one's hack on it. In any case 
we ar(‘ not ol)lii»;ed to ado})l Freudism I'ither. Freudism is a workiiifi^ 
hypothesis. It can ])roduce, and it does produce' deductions and 
surmises which point lo a materialist psychology. In due lime 
exp(Timeulatioii will })rovide the tests. Meantime we ha\'e neither 
reason nor right to declare* a ban on a method which, even though it 
may be lt‘ss reliable, tries to anticipate results towards which the 
experimental method advances only very slowly.* 

Trotsky's plea Icll on deal’ears. 'Jlie psycho-analytical theory 
WTis presently banished I'roin the nniv(‘rsities. la-ss spt'cifically 
but even more catt gorically he deli nded Einstein's theory of 
relativity;^ but to the ecclesiastical 'materialism' of the Stalin 
era that theory, too, became anathema; and only after Stalin's 
death was it to be Rehabilitated'. 

In his essays on the philosophy of science, 'Frolsky, wt'll in¬ 
formed and at limes inspired though he was, was neverthi less 
something of an amateur. Tlii'n* was nothing amateurish, how-- 
cver, about his literary criticism. He was Russia's leading critic 
in these years. His Literature ami Revolution inlluenced strongly the 
wTiters o{' Krasnaya Koi\ the leading inlt'Ih'Clual journal of the 
time, and especially its editor A. \R)ronsky, w ho was an ax ow ed 
Trotskyist and a distinguished essayist. Even now', ntrarly lour 
decades after it was w'ritten, the book is still unsurpassed not 
merely as a survey of the revolutionary Sturm und Drau}^ in Rus¬ 
sian letters and as an adx ance denunciation of th(‘ stilling of 
artistic creation by Stalinism, but more generally as an essay 
in Marxist literary criticism. The book is written w'ith an inti¬ 
mate feeling for art and literature, w^ith original insight, 
captivating verve and w'it, and—in the closing pagi‘s--a power 
of vision which rises to ran' h(*ights of poetic sublimity. 

In literature, too, JVotsky declared war on th(' iconoclastic 
attitude and on pseudo-revolutionary conct'it and arrogance. 
He demanded freedom ofexpn'ssion for all artistic and literary 
schools, at least as long as they did not abuse it for plainly and 

^ Ibid., pp. 430 I. VVhfihcr 'i‘rf>tsk\' wjis right in saying that Pavlov’s inctliod 
yitdcJrd rfsuJts riKirc* slowly than Errnd's it is l<ir thr fxprrts lo judge. He under¬ 
lined that his drlirrice of Freudism should not he rnisiaken for indulgence towards 
the ‘vulgai- pscudo-Freudisrn’, en vot>ue among the iKHirgrois public. 

^ J^od ^fumiyenem Marksi:^ma, 7 \r. 1. 
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unmislakably counter-revolutionary purposes. A.^ain, the ico¬ 
noclastic atlilucle and inloh'rancc were in evidence not only, 
and not ev(‘n mainly, anuing parly inim. I’lic^y wctc even more 
charact(Tislic of various groups of young writers and artists. 
New rebellious schools [)roli(eraled in art and literature. In 
normal circumstances these* schools, with their innovations and 
attacks on (‘stablished artistic authorities, might have excited 
curiosity and caused a (lurry within relativ('l> narrow circle's, and 
then lliey might have* fought their way, as so many of their pre- 
ch'cessors had df)ne, from f)bscurity to recognition, without much 
political (lag-waving m route. But, circumstances being what they 
were, the rivalries o(‘ the artistic coteriers and their controver¬ 
sies transc('nded normal limits, 'riit* new schools claimed for 
ihemsehes moim'iitous political significance, advertised them¬ 
selves as ])ioneers of the n'\'olution, and sought to discredit 
the older schools as socially reactionary as well as artistically 
outdated. 

Prolefkulf. we know, clamoured (i)r the ofUcial acceptance of 
its ‘school of thought’ and even l()r a monopoly. Its writt'rs, 
Lebedinsky, Pletnev, 'Lretyakov, and otlu*rs, found a forum in 
two periodicals, Auzf^itsa and ()ktraln\ and later founded their 
own militant Na Fostu. Sinct* Bukharin, as Pr(ivda\ editor, and 
Lunacharsky, as Coinmissai* of Education, patronized Prolel- 
kulty it took Leniirs pronouncement to rebufT its pretensions. 
When the Praletkult wriim, upset b)' the rebuke, turned to Trot¬ 
sky, begging his proti'ction, he replit'd that he would in any case 
delend their right to advocate their views (Vccly, but that he was 
in complete agrt'i'inent with Lenin on the harmfidness and 
inanity of all slogans about proletarian literature and art. Even 
the more modest cliches about a ‘new socialist epoch in art’ or 
a ‘new revolutionary renaissance in literature' were worthless: 
‘The arts have repealed a terrible hel})lessncss, as they always 
do at the beginning of a great epoch. . . . Like the owl, the bird 
of wisdom, so the singing bird of poetry makes itsell’heard only 
alter sunset. In day-time things are done, and only at dusk do 
feeling and reason take in what has happened.' 

It was wrong to blame the revolution (or the artist's plight. 
The ‘singing bird of poetry’ made itself heard still less in the camp 
of the counter-revolution. In a scathing survey of the emigre 
literature Trotsky pointed out that although most of the famous 
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Russian writers had gone abroad they had not produced there 
a single noteworthy work. Nor had the ‘internal emigres’— 
those writers in Russia who thought and felt as the emigres did 
—much to boast of, writers like Zinaida Gippius, Evgenii 
Zamyatin,' and even Audrey Belyi. For all their indubitable 
gifts, these writers, engrossed in a callous I'golism, were in- 
capabh' of responding to the drama of their time -at best they 
escaped into mysticism. I'hus even Belyi, tlie most outstanding 
among them, ‘is always preoccupied with his own self, tells stories 
about his own self, walks around his own self, sniffs at his own 
self, and licks his own self’.- Gippius culti\’ated a lofty, other¬ 
worldly, mystical and erotical Christianity; yet ‘it was enough 
that the nailed boot of a Red Guardman should step on her 
lyrical toe and at once she burst into a scream by which one 
could recognize the witch obsessed with sacrosant property'. 
(But as she did not lack talent, there was indeed a poetic quality 
in her witch’s scream!) In their attachment to tlie spurious 
values of a lapsed social system and in their alienation from their 
time, these writers were to Trotsky repulsive and grotesque. He 
saw them as expressing all that was worthless in tlu* old intelli¬ 
gentsia. H(! drew a thumb-nail sketch of one of the types of that 
intelligentsia, an ‘internal emigre’ par excellence: 

When a certain Constitutional Demr>cratic aesthete, ha\'ing made 
a long journey in a stove heated goods wagon, tells you, niutlering 
between his teeth, how he, a most refined lairopean, with a set of 
superb false teeth, the. best in the world, and with a minute know¬ 
ledge of Egyptian ballet techniques, was reduced by this boorish 
revolution to travelling with despicable lice-riddcn bagmen, then 
you feel rising up in your throat a physical nausea with his dentures, 
ballet techniques, and generally with all his ‘culture’ pilfered from 
Europe’s market stalls; and the conviction grows upon you that the 
very last louse of the most uncouth of our bagmen is more important 
in the mechanics of history and more, so It) speak, necessary than 
this thoroughly ‘cultured’ and in every respect sterile egotist.^ 


^ Soiix; of thes*: wiitfis laicr lircarric rmign-s. On Zamyatin's novel ‘He', 
written in enngralion, George Orwell modellerl his 
^ Literatura i Reiolutna^ p, 3C. 

^ ‘Bagmen’—people who, during the civil w'araTid the faniine, travelled with their 
bags over the country in search of food. Sometimes petty hlack-rnarkcteers were 
also described as bagmen. Because of the destruction of rolling stock, people 
travelled mostly in goods wagons. Ibid., pp. 26- 27. 
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Having disposed somewhat summarily of the ‘internal 
emigres’, Trotsky went on to discuss the more creative trends in 
literature. He criticized and defended the paputchiki or ‘fellow- 
travellers’. lie coined this term to describe those writers who, 
without embracing communism, ‘travelled a stretch of the road 
with tlur revolution’, but were liable to part company with it 
and go their own way.* Such were, for instance, the Tmagists’, 
a literary school of which Yessenin and Kluyev were the out¬ 
standing ])oels. Th(7 had brought the mu/.hik’s personality and 
imagination into jioctry—Trotsky showed how they composed 
their colourful and crowded poetic images in the manner in 
which the jnuzliik lik(‘d to adorn his izba. In their poems one 
could feel both the attraction and the repulsion which the 
revolution exencised on the i)easantiy'. 'I'lic ambiguity of their 
attitude gave artistic tension and social significance to their 
work. They were the ‘poetic Narodniks of the October era’. 
That this frame of mind should find a stirring expression 
was only natural in a peasant country—and it was found not 
only among the Imagists. Boris Pilniak, whose talent Trotsky 
valued highly, shar(‘d with them the attachment to Russia’s 
primordial primitivism which the revolution had sapped. 
ConseqiKTitly he ‘accepted' Bolshevism and ‘rejected’ com¬ 
munism, conceiving the fbrmer as the elemental ‘peculiarly 
Russian’, and in part Asiatic aspect of the revolution and the 
latt(*r as the modern, urban, proletarian, and predominantly 
Europeran element. More harshly Trotsky wrote about Marietta 
Shaginyan who had ‘reconciled’ herself to the revolution only 
from a sort of fatalistic Christianity and utter artistic indiffer¬ 
ence to anything that lay, metaphorically speaking, ‘outside her 
private drawing room’. (Shaginyan was one of the very few 
writers of this group to survive the Stalinist purges and emerge 
as a Stalin Prizewinner.) 

Trotsky described Alexander Blok also as a paputchiki but 
placed him in a class of his own. Blok’s poetry had received a 
first and mighty stimulus from the revolution of 1905. It was his 
misfortune that his best creative years fell in the doldrums be¬ 
tween two revolutions, between 1907 and 1917; he could never 
make peace with the emptiness of those years. His poetry was then 

* Tlic term is used throughout the rhapler in tin’s its original sense, and not in 
the meaning it Inis since acquired in English usage. 
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roinanlir, symbolic, shapeless, unreal; l)ul underneath it there was 
tile assumption of a very nvil way of lii’e. . . . Romantic symbolism 
is an escajie from reality only in so far as it evades its concrete 
quality . . essentially, however, symbolism is a way ol'transforminuf 
atid ( levaiint^; life. . . . Hlok's starry, snow-clril'ly, and ibrmless 
bricism reflects an environment and an (‘j^oeli . . . beyond which it 
would, like a cloudy patch, be siisp«md(‘d in a vacuum. It will not 
survive its time and author. 

But 1917 once again shook Blok and ga\ e him ‘a .sense ofinove- 
nicnt, purpose, and significance. He was not the poet of tlie 
r<‘volution. But having withered in tlic dull impasse of pre¬ 
revolutionary life and art, he now graspt'd with his hand the 
wheel of revolution. From that contact came ‘'The rwelve'’, the 
most significant ofall his poems, the only oiu* which will survive 
into the cimturies.' Unlike most laKT t ritics, Trotsky did not 
treat ' J'he Twtdve’ as an apollieosis of iht' revolution but as tlic 
‘swan .song of that individualistic art which sought to join the 
rcvoliilioif. ‘Essentially, this was a cry of despair over a ptTishing 
past; but so grt'at was the cry and so intense the despair that it 
rose to a cry of hope for tin* futun*.’ 

'Ehe Futurists were the most vigorous and vociferous literary 
grouping in these years. Tli(!y clamouied for a break with all 
that was passe^ insisted on the allegedly basic connexion betvvt'cn 
art and tt'chnology, introduced technical-industrial terms into 
their jioetic idiom, and identified tliemsclves vvilli Bolshevism 
and internationalism.• 'J’rolsky devoted a detailed and discerning 
sliuly to this trtrnd. He dismi.ssed the technological raptures of 
the Eulurists as reflexes of Russian backwardiie.ss: 

I:Lx<^(*pt for architecture, art. bases itself on leehnology . . . only in 
so far as the latter forms the basis of civilized acth ity at large. In 
practice th(‘ dependence of art, especially of verbal art, on malerial 
technology is negligible. One can write a poem about skyscrapers, 
dirit^ihks, and snl)marines even when one lives in the l)ackwoods ol' 
the Ryazan gubernia ; one can write it with a pencil slump on rough 
wrapping paper. 'J’he fact that there are skyscrapers, dirigibles, and 
.submarines in America is enough to fire the fresh imagination of 
R)azan—the poet’s word is the most portable (jf all materials. 

^ ‘Only ‘*luiiirisl. art*’ is built, on collrctivisni. Only futurist art represents the 
art of the proletariat in our times’ wrote N, Altman, the ‘theorist’ of the group in 
Ukusslvo h'nmmuny in 1918. 
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The identification of Futurism with proletarian revolution 
was also questionable. Ii was not by chance that in Italy the 
same poetic school was absorbed by fascism.* In I)oth countries 
the Futurists, when they niad(‘ their first aj)[)earanre, wttc 
artistic rebels without definiti* political leanings. "Fhey might 
have gone the way of all littTary flesh, Ibiighl and gained recog¬ 
nition, and seltl(‘d in r(\s|)(Ttability, had they not been caught 
up by violent political uplu^avals belr>re they had had the time 
to mellow. 'J’heii their literary re])(‘lliousii(*ss took a ])oIitical 
colour i'roin tlii' u])hea\ al around them, tin* Fascist upheaval in 
Italy, the liolshevik in Russia. 'Fhis was all the more natural as 
both lascisni and bolshevism attacked, I'rom their opposed 
angles, tlu' |)oliiical passcisw of the bourgeoisie. 'J'h(‘ Russian 
Futurists had, no doubt, l)een genuinely attracted by the clyna- 
inic (bi’e(‘ of the Octobei- Revolution; and so tlu'y mistook their 
BoluMnian rebellion for the genuiru* artistic counterpart of the 
revolution. Because they themselv(‘s had brf)ken with certain 
artistic traditions, they llaunU'd tlieir contempt Ibr iIk' past 
and imagin(‘(l that together with them, the revolution, the work¬ 
ing class, and the parly stood Ibr a break with ‘ages of tradition’ 
in (‘Very li(‘ld. 'I'hey look, ’Trotsky remarkc'd, ‘too cheap a view^ 
of (he ages'. The cry against tradition had its justification as long 
as it was direcl(‘d at a literary pul)lic and against the inertia of 
esiablislied styh's and forms. But it sounded liollow’ wdien ‘r(‘- 
address(‘d to the working class, ^vhich do('s not need to break 
and whic h cannot break with any literary tradition because* it is 
not at all in the grip ol any such tradition'. The all-out crusade 
against passci.sm was a storm in the intelligentsia's lea-cup, an 
outburst of Bohemian nihilism. ‘>Ve, Marxists, have always lived 
in tradition, and wc* have not, because of this, ceased to be 
riwolutionaries.’ 

The Futurists further claimed that their art was collecti¬ 
vist, aggressive, atlieistic, and therefore proletarian. ‘Attempts', 
'Trotsky retort(‘d, ”10 derive by wa) of deduction an artistic 
style! from the nature of the proletariat, from its collectivism, 

* In an appendix lo Lihralure and Rnolutiun 1’roisky piiblishcxl a nu'inoranduni 
on the orijirins of Italian riKurisni and its rrlaiicm to raseisni, wiitlen ai his recpicst 
by Antonio (iramsci, the Italian comiiuinisl tlu'orist and founder of Ordine 
,Nunvo. Shortly afterwards (iranisei returned to Italy and spent the rest of his life 
in Mussolini's prisons. During his stay in Moscow firanisci enjoyed Trotsky's 
confidciire. 
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dynamism, atheism, etc., arc pure idealism and can produce 
only clever philosophical home-spun, arbitrary allegories, and 
. . . provincial dilettantism.’ 

We are told that art is not a mirror but a hammer: it does not 
reflect things but transforms them. But nowadays they teach one to 
handle even a hammer by means of a ‘mirror’, by means, that is, of 
a sensiti\ e film which fixes all phases of the movement. . . . How can 
we transform ourselves and our lives without looking into the ‘mirror’ 
of literature? 

His critical \ icw ol the Futurists did not prevent '1 rotsky from 
acknowledging their literary merits; and lu' acknowledged these 
all the more geneniusly because influential party men looked 
askance at their experimental obscurity and eccentricities. He 
warned Communists to beware of that iiasty intolerance' which 
treats (experimental art as a fraud or as the whim of a decadent 
intelligentsia. 

I’he struggle against the old poetical vocabulary and syntax was, 
despite all its , . . extravagances, a progressive rebellion against the 
closed vocal)ulary . . against an impressionism which sips life 
through a straw, and against a symbolism lost in . . . lu'avenly 
emptiness. . , . I’he Futurist’s work has in this respect been vital and 
progressive ... it has eliminated from potTry many words and idioms 
which had become hollow; it has made other words and idioms full- 
blooded once again; and in some cases it has successfully created 
new words and idioms. . . . This applies not only to indi\ idual 
words, 1)ut also to the j)lace of each word among other words, to 
syntax. 

True enough, the Futurists had over-reached themselves in 
innovation; but ‘the same has happened even with (jur revolu¬ 
tion: such is the “sin” of every living movement. The excesses 
arc and will be discarded, but the essential cleansing and the in¬ 
dubitable revolutionizing of the poetic language will have lasting 
effects.’ The same should be said in favour of new techniques in 
rhythm and rhyme. ’^Fhesc must not be approached in a narrowly 
rationalistic spirit; man’s need for rhythm and rhyme is irra¬ 
tional; and ‘the sound of the word forms the acoustic .Tccom- 
paniment to its meaning’. ‘Of course, the overwhelming 
majority of the working class cannot yet be bothered with these 
issues. Even its vanguard has not yet had the time for them— 
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there arc more urgent tasks. But we also have a future before us. 
And tliis demands from us a more attentive, a precise, a crafts- 
man-lik('j an artistic attitude towards language, the essential 
tool of culture', not only in poetry but even more so in prose.’ 
In handling and weighing words, their meanings and shadings 
and sounds, ‘miciomctrical instruments’ are needed. Instead, 
uncouth banality and routine weie rampant. ‘In one of its 
aspects, the better aspect. Futurism is a protest against slap¬ 
dashness, that most jiow’crful literary school w’hich has its v<‘ry 
influential reprc'scntatives in every field.’ From this point of 
vi('w 'Frotsky found something to say e\'cn for the ‘formalist’ 
school and thi' c'liicf expound(‘r of its ideas, X'ictor Shklowsky, 
although he criticized their exclusive concentration on form: 
while th(' formalist b(‘lieves that at the beginning wus the w^ord, 
the Marxist thinks that at the beginning was the deed—‘the 
word follows the deed as its sound-shadow*. 

A special t'ssay in Literaiurc and Revolution d(‘als with Maya- 
koN’sky, the most gilU'd Futurist w^ho w^as later canonized as 
the bard of communism. Trotsky held that Mayakovsky w-as 
ai tistically at his worst j^recisely w^here as a Clominunist he was 
at his best. This was not surprising: Mayakovsky took j)ains to 
be a Communist; yet a poet’s outlook depends not on his con¬ 
scious thought and exc'rlion but on his semi-conscious percep¬ 
tion and sub-conscious feeling and on the stock of images and 
impressions tht' poet has absorbed in early childhood. The 
revolution was lor Mayako\'sky a ‘genuine and profound ex¬ 
perience*’ because it turned with its thunder and lightning 
against the oblusencss and inertia of the old society wliicli 
Mayakovsky hated in his own w'ay and with which he had not 
had the time to make jieace. He adhered enthusiastically to 
the n'volution but did not and could not merge with it. To this 
Mayakovsky's jioctic style testifies: 

The dynamic elan of the revolution and its stern courage appeal 
to Mayakovsky much more closely than do the mass character of its 
heroism and the collectivism of its affairs and experiences. As the 
(Ireek anthropomorphist naively assimilated the forces of nature to 
himself, so our poet, the Mayakomorphist, cimvds with his own self 
the squares and streets and fields of the revolution.. .. His dramatic 
pathos rises frequently to extraordinary tension, but behind the 
tension there is not always real strength. The poet is too coaspicuous 
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-ho allows too liitlo autonomy to rvoiits and I'acts. It is not tho 
rovolvilum which wrosllos with obstacles but Mayakovsky who dis¬ 
plays his athletics in the arena of words, sonietiincs perforniin!*; 
gcnviine miracles, Vnit frecpieutly litiino' with lieroic ('fl'ort noioriously 
empty weights. . . . Al)oul liimself Mayakovsky speaks all llu* lim(‘ 
ill the first and third person. . . . T’o lilt nj) man he raises liiin up to 
Mayakovsky. Me adopts a tone ol‘ iainiliarit> towards the most 
majestic historic phenomena. . . . He stands with one l(>ol on Mont 
Blanc and witli the other on the ILlbnis. His voice oiit-thiinders 
thunder. What is the wonder that . . . tlie proportions of eartliK 
things vanish and that no difrerence is left between the small and the 
great ? He speaks about love, the most intimate of feelings, as if it 
were the migration of peoples. . . . No doubt, this hyperbolic st\ le 
reflects in somt! measure the frenzy oi‘our time. But this d(»es not 
provide it with an over-all artistic juslilication. It is impossible to 
oul-clamour war and revolution, but it is easy to gel hoarse in the 
attempt. . . . Mayakovsky shouts too oiten wlu'n* one* sliould sp(‘ak; 
and so his cry, where cry is needed, sounds inadequate. 

Mayakovsky's overloaded images, often beautiful in themselves, 
just as often destroy the unity of the wTiole and paralyse movement. 

The e.Kcess of dynamic imagery leads to stand-still . . . (‘very 
phrase, every idiom, and every iiK*ta]ihor is intc’iith'd to yield tli(‘ 
maximum and to r<*a(:h th(‘ upper limit, the jxrak. That is why llur 
thing as a whole has no maximum . , . jand) the poem has no 
peak. . . . 


The refutation of the idea of‘proletarian culture’ forms the 
central and most controversial pari o[ Li lit a hi re and Jiivohi I ion. 
In the Preface Trotsky gives this suecint l summary of his 
argument: 

It is fundamenially wrong to oppose proletarian to bourgeois 
culture and art. Proletarian culture and art will never (*xisl. The 
proletarian regime is temporary' and transitory. Our revolution 
deri\'es its historic significance and moral greatness from tlie fact 
that it lays lh<* foundations for a chissless society and for the first 
truly universal cullun;. 

One should not reason, therefore, from historical analogy and 
conclude that since the bourgeoisie^ has creat(‘d its own culture 
and art the proletariat will also do so. It is not merely the ‘pur¬ 
pose’ of proletarian nwolution—its striving for classlt'ss culture 
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- “that invalidaU's the parallels Whal iriilitalcs against it even 
more strongly is a basic difrcnTice in th(' historic destinies of 
the two classes. 'Tht* bourgeois way of life developed organically 
in lh(‘ course o( s('vt‘ral ct nluiies. whereas the proletarian dic¬ 
tatorship may last years or decades, but not longer; and its lilir 
span is iilled vvitlj sa\agr class struggles which allow little or no 
room for the organic growth of new culture. 

\V<* are still s(>l(li(‘rs «)n the march. We lia\'e a day of rest. We must 
wash f)iir sliins, cut and brush our hair, and first of all c-leaii and 
greas(‘ our rifles. All our present <-c()noinic and cultural work is 
nothing ]jut an atteinpl to bring oiirseb es into soin(‘ sort of order 
betw(*en two battles and two march<‘s. . . . Our epoch is not the 
epoch ol' a new enllure. We can oiiK foixe o])en the gate lo it. In 
the first inslanee wv must acejuire the most important elements of 
the old civilization, . . . 

'J’he bourgt'oisie could create its own t ullure f)ccausc even 
under feudalism and absolutism, (‘ven before it had gained 
political domination, it possessi'd wea.ltli, social power, and 
education, and was present in almost e\'ery field of sjiiritual 
activity, 'riie, working class can gain in capitalist soci(‘ty at the 
most the ability to overthrow that socnely; but being a property¬ 
less, exjiloited, and uneducated class, it emergt s from bourg(‘ois 
rule in a condition of cultural pauperism; and so it cannot 
originate a new and significant phase in ilu‘ development of llie 
human mind.^ It was in fact not the working class but small 
groups of ])arty men and intelh'c luals (who in this field, too, 
‘substituted’ tliemselvi's for the class) that aspired to bring 
proletarian culture into being. Y(*t no ‘class culture can be 
created bi*hiiid the liaek of a class'. Nor can it be nianufaetiired 
in (lomiminist lalioratories. 'lliose who maintain that they have 
already found llu* proh'tarian enllure in Marxism argue from 
ignorance: Marxism has been \hr product as well as the nega¬ 
tion of bourgeois thought; and it has so far applied its dialectics 
mainly to llie study of economics and politics, whereas culture 

' ‘The prolftarial has lakni ])(>vv(.*r pn-dsrly in order lo put an eiul lo elass rul- 
ture for ever and lo ])ave llw way fur a universal huinan euliure. Nol rarely we seem 
to be rorgelling lliis.' 

‘ ‘'The boiirgeoisij- assumed power when it was ihlh' armed with ihe culture of 
its linur. The proletariat assumes ix>wct when it is fulls armed only with its acute 
iit'ed to obtain access to culture.' 
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is "the sum total of knowledge and skill winch characterizes 
society as a whole, or at least its ruling class’. 

The contribution of tin* working class to lilcraUire and art is 
negligible. It is preposterous to speak of proletarian jRietry on 
the strength of the work of a few gifted workcr-pocts. Such 
artistic achievement as these poets can claim they owe to their 
apprenticeship with ‘bourgeois’ or even pre-bourgeois poets. 
E\en if their writings are inferior, they arc still valuable as 
human and social documents. But it is an insult to the prolo 
tariat—‘a piece of populist demagogy’—to treat such writings 
as new" and epoch-making art. ‘Art for the proletariat cannot 
be second rate. Thc! Proleikult writers declaim much about 
‘'the new’, monumental, dynamic” literature and painting. But 
where, comrade's, is that art “of the great can\ as and great 
style”, that “monumental” art? Where is it? Where?’ So l‘ar it 
had all been big talk, bojisting, and baiting thc opponents of 
Proleikult^ the Imagists, the Futurists, the Formalists, and the 
paputcliih\ without whose works Soviet literature would be 
utterly impoverished and left only with ProletkuW^ dubious 
‘promissory not(‘s’. 

As might have: b('cn expected, Trotsky was accused of 
eclecticism, kow-towing before bourgeois culture, encouraging 
bourgeois individualism, and denying the party the right and 
thc duty of ‘exercising leadership’ in literature and art. He 
replied: 

Art must find its ow n road. . . . Thc methods of Marxism arc not 
its methods. Tlic party exercises leadership in thc wtjrking class but 
not over thc [entire] historical process. 'Fhere are some fields in 
w’hich it leads directly and imperiously. 'J'hcre are other fields in 
which it supervises . . . and still others where it can only offer its 
cooperation. There are finally fields w'hcrc it can only orientate 
itself and keep abreast wdth w’hat is going on. The field of art is not 
one in which the party is called on to command. 

Exaggerated attacks against individualism w"ere out of place: 
individualism has played a dual role: it has had its reactionary 
effects, but it has also had progressive and revolutionary ones. 
The working class has suffered not from the excess but from an 
atrophy of individualism. The worker’s personality is not yet 
formed and differentiated strongly enough; and to form and 
develop it is just as important as it is to train him in industrial 
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skills. It is absurd to fear that the art of bourgeois individualism 
may sap his sense of class solidarity. ‘What the worker will ab¬ 
sorb from Shakespeare, Pushkin, Goelhe, and Dostoevsky is . . . 
a more complex idea about the human personality, its passions 
and its feelings.’* 

In the closing chapter of the book Trotsky discussed ‘certain¬ 
ties and hypotheses’ about tlu*prospects. 'Die ‘certainties’ refcrr(‘d 
only to the ‘art of the revolution’; about ‘socialist art’, which 
could come to life only in a classless soci('ty, it w'as possible to 
make only guesses. The art of revolution, throbbing with all the 
class conflicts and the political passions of the time, belongs to a 
transition era—to tin* ‘realm of nee(‘ssily’, not to that of fre^edom. 
Only in a classless society can human solidarity come to full 
fruition; and only then ‘will those feelings which we, revolu¬ 
tionaries, arc shy of calling by their names because the hypo¬ 
crite and the canaille hav(‘ made the words threadbare—only 
in classless society will the feelings ol‘ disinterested friendship, 
lov(! for our fellow' being, and heartfelt compassion ring out 
powTrfully in socialist poetry’.- 

The literature of revolution w-as still only groping for ex¬ 
pression. It was argu(‘d that it must be realistic. In the broad 
philosophical sense this w^as true: tlic art of our epoch could not 
achieve greatness unless it was deeply sensitive to social reality. 
But it w^as preposterous to try and foster realism in the narrower 
sense, as a literary school. It w'as not true that such a school 
would be inherently ‘progressive’: by itself realism is neither 
revolutionary nor reactionary. Its golden age in Russia fell in 
the epoch of aristocratic literature. As a reaction against it came 
the tendentious style of the Populist writers, which then gave 
w^ay to pessimistic symbolism, against which the Futurists re¬ 
acted in their turn. The mutation of styles occurred against a 
definite social background and reflected changes in the political 
climate; but it also followod its own artistic logic and its owm 
laws. Any new' style grows out of the old style, as its dialectical 
negation: it rc\'ivcs and develops some elements of the old and 
abandons others. 

Every literary school is potentially contained in the past, but 
develops through a hostile break with it. The relationship between 


* Literatura i Revolutsia, p. 166. 


* Ibid., p. 170. 
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form and conrrnt , . . is dclrrniiiird l)y thr fart that llu‘ nrw form is 
discovered, proclaimed, and exolved, under the pressure ofan inner 
ru'ed, of a eolleclive psyelioloi^ieal demand which, like everythint^ 
else . . . has its social roots. Hence die duality oftwery literary trend: 
on the one hand, any trend contributes something new to the 
techniques of artistic creation . . ., and on the other it expresses 
definite social demands. . . . These include individual demands 
because tlie social class speaks through the individual; and national 
demands because the natioiTs outlook is determined by that of its 
dominant class which is dominant also in its literature.^ 

The indubitable fact that literature has s(‘rved as a vehicli' for 
social aspirations does not justify anyone in neglecting or falsify¬ 
ing its artistic logic and in trying (‘ither to canonize or to ban 
any style. Some critics reacted crudely against syinbolisin. Vet, 
‘it was not Russian symlxilisrn that had inxented the symbol. 
It had only absorbed it into the modernized Russian language. 
The art of the futuri* will certainly not renounce the Ibrmal 
achievements of symbolism.’ Nor will it renounce the traditional 
genres and forms, e\(n though some critics njicled these as 
obsolete, saying that satire and comedy had outli\ t il their lime, 
and that tragt'dy was dead bircause it was incompatible with a 
materialistic and godh'ss philosophy ol‘ life. Tlu* burial oI‘ the 
old genres was at least pn'rnatun*. There was still loom for a 
‘Soviet CJogol' or ‘Soviet Goncharov' who would mercilessly ex¬ 
pose ‘the old and the new filth’, the old and new vices, and the 
dull-rnindedness which could be found in Soviet society.- 

Those who spoke of the extinction ol* tragedy argued that 
religion, fate, sin, and penance are at the centre of the tragic 
motif. Against this Trotsky pointed out that the essence of 
tragedy lies in the wider conflict betw(*en inan's awakened mind 
and his constricting environment, a conflict which is inseparable 
from man’s existence and manifests itself in dilferent forms at 
different stages of history. The religious myth had not created 
trag(‘dy but only (‘xpressed it ‘in the imaginative language of 
mankind’s childhood’. Fate, as conceived by the ancients, and 
the medieval Christian Passions were not to be found in Shake¬ 
speare’s drama, the artistic product of the Reformation. Shake- 

* Literaluia i Revnlulsia, pj). I'J'J. w. 

^ The new satirist had to contend with the Soviet t:t*nsorship. Trotsky ])roniised 
to lend him a hand in this struggle as long as his satire attacked social evils in the 
intertrsts of the rev(jlutiun. 
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spearc niiirks, therefore, a significanl advaiic<* upon Greek 
tragedy; ‘his art is more* humarr: it shows man's earthly pas¬ 
sions transcending man himscir and transformed into a sort of 
Fate. The same is true of Goethe’s drama. Yet, tragedy can rise 
even higher. Its hero may become man defeated not by hubris, 
th(‘ gods, or (‘ven his own passion, but by society: 

As long as man is not yet master of his social organization, that 
organizaii(.)ii towers above him like Fate itself. . . . The struggle for 
comirmnism which Babeuf waged belore his time, in an immature 
s(»ciety, was like the struggle of the classical hero against Fate. . . . 
Fhe tragedy of restricted personal passion is loo flat for our time— 
we live in an epoch of social passion. The stufl' of contemporary 
tragedy is found in the clash between the individual and a collective 
or between hostile collectives represented by individuals. Our lime 
is once again a time of great purpose . . . man attempts to free* 
hiinsf lf from all mystical and ideological fog and to reconstruct 
society and himself. . . . This is larger than the childish play of the 
ancients . . . or the monastic ravings of the Middle Ages, or the pre¬ 
sumption of an individualism w’hich wrenches the human per¬ 
sonality from its social environment, exhausts it utterly and then 
hurls it into a vacuum of pessimism. . . 

I'Fhe new artist will] project the great purposes of our time into 
art. It is diflicult to foresee whether the dramatist of the revolution 
will create ‘high’ tragedy. But socialist art will certainly give it a new 
birth ... as it will also give fresh life to comedy, because the new man 
will want to laugh, to the novel and to lyrical poetry, because the 
new maifs love will be more beautiful and larger . . . and he will 
brood anew over issues of birth and death. . . . The decline of the 
old forms is by no means absolute or final.. , they will all have their 
renascence. . . . What matters is that the poet of the coming epoch 
should muse man’s musings anew and feel man’s feelings anew.^ 

Hypothetical though all anticipations of Socialist art were, 
Trotsky thought that one could discern odd pointers towards 
it in the confused, sorneliines even meaningless, innovations in 
which Soviet art abounded during these years. In the theatre 
Mcyerhold searched for a new ‘biomechanical’ synthesis of 
drama, rhythm, sound, and colour; and Tairov tried to ‘break 
down the barrier’ between stage and audience, theatre and life. 
Painting and sculpture struggled to get out of the impasse in 

' Literatura i Hevolutsia, pp. 180-1. ^ Ibid., pp. 181-2. 
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which they had found themselves after the exhaustion of tJir 
representational styles. In architecture "I allin’s ‘constructivisr 
school rejected the ornamental forms, advocated ‘functionalisin', 
and drew up ambitious blueprints for garden cities and public 
buildings worthy of a socialist society. These plans unrortunately 
look no account of material possibilities; but they contained, 
in Tiotsky’s opinion, rational elements and valuable intuitive 
premonitions: 

We could not yet aflbrd to give thought to architecture, the most 
monumental of all arts, . . . Large scale construction must still be 
delayed. The authors of these gigantic projects ,. . have a breathing 
space for fresh reflection. . . . Tallin, however, is unconditionally 
right when he discards the nationally limited style, allegorical 
sculpture, stucco moulding, arabesques, frippery and finery, and 
seeks to subordinate tlie whole design to the correct constructive use 
of building materials. . . . Whether he is also right in what appears 
to be his personal whim, the use of the revolving cube, the jiyramid, 
and the glass cylinder, he has still to prove. ... In the future such 
monumental tasks as the planning of garden cities, nK)di‘I housing 
estates, railways, and harbours will touch to the cjuit.k not only 
architects... but the l^roadest mass of the people. The anthcap-like, 
imperceptible accumulation of town districts and stre(‘ts, brick by 
brick, from generation to generation, will give place to titanic 
l^uilding . . . with map and compass in hand. 

The wall between art and industry will crumble. The grand style 
of the future will aim at form creation, not ornamentation. . . . But 
it would be mistaken to see this as the . . . se lf-effacement of art 
before technology. . . . The gulf between art and nature may be 
expected to disappear, but it will do so not because art will go back, 
in Rousseau’s sense, to man in his natural condition, ljut because 
it will bring nature nearer to itself, to art. The present location of 
mountains and rivers, fields and greens, slcppc, forest, and maritime 
coasts, should by no means be considered as final. Man has already 
carried out some far from negligible changes in nature’s map. But 
these are only school-boyish essays in comparison with what is to 
come. If faith could only promise to move mountains, technology, 
which takes nothing on faith, will really pull them down and shift 
them. Hitherto it has done this only for industrial commercial 
purposes (mines and tunnels). In the future it will do it on an incom¬ 
parably wider scale, in accordance with comprehensive productive- 
artistic plans. Man will make a new inventory of mountains and 
rivers. He will seriously and more than once amend nature. He will 
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cvcntiKiJJy rcshiipc the carili to his tastr . . . anH \\c Jiave no reason 
l(» fear »hal In*s (asle will he poor. 

Jleie, at last, 1 rotsky unfolds liis vision olman in the realm 
olTreedorn, an up-to-dat(‘, Marxist version of 

'J'lie loathsome mask has fallen, the man remains 
See];)trel(*ss, free, uneircumseribed, but man 
M(|iial, imelt'issed, tribelcss, and nationless, 

.bxenipi li'om awe, worship, degree, the king 
Over himself; just, gentle, wise; but man 
Passionless?—no, yet free from guilt or pain. 

There were those who, with Nietzsche, argued that a 
classless society, if it ever came into being, would suffer 
Iroin excess (jf solidarity and that it would lead a passhc and 
lierd-like exisiencc in which man, his eoinpetilive and fighting 
instincts cxtinguislied, would degenerate. Yet socialism, far from 
suppressing the human instinct lor emulation, \vould redeem it 
by turning it towards higher purposes. In j.i society Iri'cfrom class 
antagoiiisnis th(*rc would be no competition for profit and no 
struggle fbr political power; and man’s energies and passions 
would conceiiirate on creative emulation in the fields of techno¬ 
logy, science, and art. New ‘parties' would spring into being 
and contest with one another over ideas, over the planning of 
human seltlemcnts, trends in education, styles in the theatre, 
in music', and in .sj)ort, over schemes for gigantic canals, over 
the fertilization of deserts, the regulation of climate, new chemi¬ 
cal hypotheses, and so on. The contests, ‘exciting, dramatic, 
passionate’, would emliracc society as a whole, and not merely 
priest-like coteries. ‘Art will therefore not be starved of those 
varieties of nervous energy and collective psychological stimuli’ 
which produce new ideas and images. People will divide into 
rival artistic ‘parties’ according to temperament and taste. The 
human personality will grow, refine itself, and develop that 
priceless quality inherent in it “‘the quality of never contenting 
itself with what it has achieved’. 

To b(‘ sure, these were remote prospects. Immediately ahead 
was an epoch of fierce class struggle and civil wars from which 
mankind would emerge impoverished and destitute. Then the 
conquest of poverty and penury in all their forms would take 
decades-‘-and during this time the nascent socialist society 
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would br gripped by a ‘j)assioii (or vvlial are today th(' better 
sides of Amerieanisni', for industrial expansion, records of pro¬ 
ductivity, and material comfort. But this phase, too, would 
pass; and tht'ii \ istas which the imagination could not yet even 
encompass would opim: 

The present dreams of some enthusiasts . . . about imparting a 
theatrical (piality and a rhythmical harmony to man's existence fit 
in with this prospect well and coherently. . . . The drudgery of 
feeding and bringing up children . . . will be lilted from the indi- 
\idiial family by social initiative. . . . Woman will at last emerge 
Irom semi-sla\'ery. . . . Socio-cducational experiments . . . will 
evolve with a now inconceivable clan. The communist way of life 
will not grow up blindly like coral reefs in the sea. It will be built 
consciously. It will be checked by critical thought. It will he directed 
and corrected. . . . Matt will learn to shift rivers and mountains, to 
build people’s palaces on the heights of Mont Blanc and at the bol- 
lom of the ocean; and he will impart to his exisirnce not only wealth 
and colour and dramatic tension but also a highly dynamic charac¬ 
ter. No sooner will one crust begin to form itself on the human 
existence than it will burst under the pressure of new* . . . inventions 
and achievements. 

At last man will begin in earnest to harmonize his own being. 
He will aim at bringing higher precision, purposefulness, economy, 
and consequently l)eauty into the movcincnts of* his own body at 
work, on the march, and at play. He will desire to master the half¬ 
conscious and unconscious processes of his own organism: breathing, 
blood circulation, digestion, reproduction; and he will seek, withiii 
unavoidable limits, to subordinate them to control by reason and 
will. . . . Homo sapiens^ now stagnating, . . . will treat himself as the 
object ol the most complex methods (jf artificial selection and 
psycho-physical training. 

These prospects follow from the w^hole of man’s development. He 
begins with expelling darkness from production and ideology—with 
breaking, by means of technology, the barbarous routine of his work 
and defeating religion by means of science. . . . 'llien by means of 
socialist organization he eliminates blind, elemental spontaneity 
from economic relationships.... Lastly, in the deepest and dimmest 
recesses of the unconscious ... there lurks the nature of man himself. 
On it, clearly, he will concentrate the supreme effort of his mind and 
of his creative initiative. Mankind w'ill iu)t have ceased to crawl 
before God, Tsar, and Capital only in order to surrender meekly to 
dark laws of heredity and blind sexual selection. . . . Man will 
strive to control his own feelings, tc raise his instincts to the height of 
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his conscious mind, and to bring clarity into them, lo channel his 
willpower into his unconscious depths; and in this way he will lift 
liimself to new eminence, grow into a superior biological and sf>cial 
type -into the s\ipcrman, if you like. 

It is as diflicuk to say beforehand what are the limits of self- 
mastery that man may be able, to reach as it is to foresee how far he 
can develop his technical mastery of nature. Social cf)nstrurtiveness 
and psychoj)hysiral self-education will become the twin aspects of 
a single process. AH the arts literature, theatre, painting, sculpture, 
miisie, and archilecturc—will impart to that process a sublime form. 

. . . Man will grow incomparably strruiger, wiser, subtler; liis l)ody 
will become more harmonious; his inovcinents more rhythmical: 
his vf)ice more musical. The forms of his existence will acquire a 
dynamic theatrical cjiialily. The average man will rise to the stature 
of Aristotle, (ioethe, Marx. And above tliese lu ights new jx-aks 
will rise. 

It is doubtful whether Trotsky knew that Jefferson had simi¬ 
larly anticipated ‘progress . . . physical or intellectual - until 
every man is potentially an athlete in body and an Aristotle in 
mind’. He was inlluenced rather by the French Utopians, from 
Condoreet to Saint Simon, Like Condoreet he also found in the 
contemplation of the future ‘an asylum in which the lliought 
about his perscTUtors ('ould not haunt him, and where he lived 
in Ins mind with man restored to his rights and dignity and for¬ 
got man toi inented and corrupted by gr(*ed, fear, or en\y\ His 
vision of the classless society had, of course, been implicit in 
all Marxist thought influenced as it was by French Utopian 
socialism. But no Marxist writer before or after Trotsky lias 
viewed the great prospect with so realistic an eye and so flaming 
an imagination. 


The whole ‘'Froiskyist’ concojition of culture and art soon 
came under fire. It offended the half-educated party man by its 
very breadth and comph’xity. It outraged the bureaucrat lo 
whom it denied the right to control and regiment intellectual 
life. It also antagonized the ultra-revolutionary literary sects 
whose pretensions it rcl’used to accept. Thus, a fairly wide anli- 
Trolskyisl ‘front’ formed itself in the cultural field; and it was 
kept in being, rcini’orced, and eventually absorbed by the poli¬ 
tical front. The struggle against Trotsky’s influence as a literary^ 
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critic became part of the endeavour to destroy his political 
authority; and so his opponents declared his views on art to be* 
part and parcel of the wider 'Frotskyist heresy.^ Th(*ir attack 
centred on his denial of the possibility of proletarian culture, for 
here he challenged most provocatively the \ ested interests that 
were forming tlK'inseh’cs; and he was denounced lor (expound¬ 
ing a variety of bourgeois liberalism. Only \'ery little ol'thc great 
mass of the dogmatic argumentation produced in this connexion 
still retains interest. Most of it was virtually disavowed by its 
own inspirers, especially by Stalin himself when some’ time later 
he brutally diso’wncd all the claims of the 'j)roletarian’ writers 
and artists, disbanded their organizations and mercilessly perse¬ 
cuted them. In the middle 1920’s, howe\ er, Stalin flattered ever\ 
half-baked literary and cultural ambition in order 10 ‘mobilixr-' 
on his side the intelligentsia and the semi-intelligenisia. 

Of the arguments advan(*ed against 'IVotsky one or two 
should be mentioned here, how('V(T. l‘hus Luriaeliarsky criti¬ 
cized Trotsky on the ground that, recognizing only die great 
h'udal and bourgeois cultures of the past and the culture o(‘ 
socialism which was to emerge in the future, h(‘ liwiled the ]>roJe- 
tarian dictatorship as a cultural vacuum and \ iewed the pn\senl 
as a sterile hiatus between a ciTative past and a creativ e future. 
I’his was also thf^ substance of a more spcx ific criticism which 
Bukharin made at a conference on literary policy which llu' 
Central Committee, convened in February 1925." While agree¬ 
ing that 'Irotsky had most impressively argued hi.s case, that 
Lenin, too, had been extremely critical of ‘proletarian culture', 
and that a revolutionary working class could ext'rcisc ])olitical 

* Tliirty-fivt: yt;ars after the publication IAternture ami Jlmlutinn llir* 

;ic[ainst Trotsky’s influence on Soviet literary criiicisin was .still on. Duiiiitj the 
‘fJc-Staliriizalioii’ of the middle i<)5o’s many of the writers who hnd hren chart^' fl 
with I'rotskyism and had perished during the great purges of tl>e i9;jo's were* 
rehabilitated ; and soon the guardian;: of orthodoxy were confronted with a revival 
of ‘Trotskyist.’ influence in literature. In May a WTiter in .Zmirnya stale,'!: 

‘A. Voron.sky, critic and editor of Krasnaya .Vw, w-cll known in those years [the 
if)2o’s] was under the definite influence of Trotskyist views on literature. True, it 
has now been revealed that he svas not ronn<‘cted w'ilh the 'I’rolskyist underground. 
He has been rehabilitated in this respect, as have been other writers wiongly 
accused. All the same, his .. . theoretical principles were borrc/vved from liourgeois 
and idealistic aesthetics and merged w'ith Trotskyist ideas.’ The writer devoted 
several pages to the views on literature expounded by Trotsky himseli'in order to 
refute them anew, w'ithout, however, resorting to the extremes of Stalinist falsifica¬ 
tion and abuse. * Krasnaya .Xoi\ May 1925. 
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but not cultural leadership, Bukharin nevertheless held that the 
proletariat would in time achieve cultural preponderance as 
well and impart its own character to the spiritual creation of the 
last epoch of class society. Trotsky’s mistake, Bukharin main¬ 
tained, was that he imaginc'd that the proletarian dictatorship 
and the transition to socialism would b(! of so short a duration 
as not to allow any distinctive proletarian class-culture to arise. 
He did not take into account the ‘unequal tempo’ of social and 
political development in different countries, the probability or 
evtm th(‘ c(Ttainty that this would break up tin? process of inter¬ 
national revolution into many separate phases, prolonging 
greatly the proletarian dictatorship and consequently allowing 
time for tin* l()nnation of a culture and art peculiar to it. 

'I’here was soiik’ truth in Bukharin’s argument (which formed 
part ol'his and Stalin’s case for socialism in a single country). 
W’Ik'ti 'JVotsky stated: ‘We arc soldiers on the march. We have 
a (lay of rest. Our prescait . . . cultural work is but an attempt 
to bring oursidves into some sort of order between two battles 
and two marclu's’, he did indeed suggest a rapid succt^ssion of' 
the main ‘battles' of international revolution which should have 
radically shorteiK'd the era of proletarian dictatorship and the 
transition to socialism. 'Fliis expectation was ever present in his 
political fon'casts and also in the accents in which he had ex¬ 
pounded his conc('ption of permanent revolution, although it 
was not ess(rntial to the conception itself. Vet the ‘day of rest’ 
between the Bolshevik onslaught of 1917-20 and the next great 
‘battle’ of revolution was to last not l(\ss than a quarter of a cen¬ 
tury; and the Marxist may well wonder how long the ‘day of 
r('st’ wliich has followed the Chinese Revolution may yet last. 
Trotsky undoubtc'dly underrat(?d the duration of the proletarian 
dictatorship and, what goes with it, the extent to wWch that 
dictatorship was to acquire a bureaucratic character. 

However, his all too evident mistake about this do(\s not in¬ 
validate his argument against ‘proletarian culture’. On the con¬ 
trary, it gives to it even greater strength. The fact that the 
dictatorship and the transition to socialism was to last far longer 
than he anticipated did not make the era of transition more 
fruitful culturally and more creative. It made it less so. Stalinism 
did not beget any proletarian culture. It was instead engaged 
in ‘primitive cultural accumulation’, that is, in an exceptionally 
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rapid and cxtonsivr spread of mass education and in the assimi¬ 
lation of Wcstern technology. That this took place within the 
framework ol' the social relations created by the revolution 
accounted for the tempo and the intensity of the process and 
gave to it immense historic significance. All the same, th(' 
accomplishment consisted almost entirely in the absorption by 
the Soviet Union of the lu'ritage of bourgeois and pre-bourgeois 
civilization, not in the creation of a new culture. Even this 
achievement was marred by the Stalinist cult with its dogmatic 
despotism, fetishism, horror of any foreign influence, and I'ear of 
independent initiative. The ‘cultural accumulation’ was ‘i)rimi- 
tive’ in more than one sense: it was accompani(*d by the sup¬ 
pression or distortion of those finer and more complex cultural 
N'alucs which 'IVotsky was anxious to preserve and develop under 
a proletarian dictatorship. When he asserted: 'Our epoch is not 
the epoch of a new culture—we can only force open the gale to 
it’, he unknowingly epitomized beforehand the cultural history 
of the entire Stalin era and even of its sequel. Throughout that 
era the Soviet Union, with bloody head and hands, could only 
batter at the gate to a new culture—the gate it has now halA 
forced. 



CHAPTER IV 


An Interval 


AFTER Trotsky had left the Clommissaritil of War there Ibl- 

/\ lowed a pause in his inner-party strug.i;le; and it lasted 
^LJL ihroiighout the year 1925 into the summer of 192G. 
During this lime Trotsky did not express himself*controversially 
in public on the issues that had been at the centre of the del>at(‘s 
of 192;^ 4. Kven behind the closed doors of the Clentral C^om- 
mittee and the Politbureau he did not attempt to keep up the 
discussion. He acknowledged his defeat and submitted to th(' 
restrictions which the Central Commit lie had imposed on him. 

During this pause the '1923 Opposition’ did not exist in any 
organized form. 'Frotsky had in effect disbanded it. ‘Wc must 
not do anything at this moment’, he advised his puzzled and bc- 
wild(*r<‘d followers, ‘wt must not come out into the open in any 
way. We should only maintain our contacts, preserve thi^ cadres 
of the i()23 Opposition, and w’ait until Zinoviev has used him¬ 
self up.’* Had he acted otherwise and initiated new protests or 
demonstrations of opposition, he and his adherents would at 
once have had to face thi* threat of expulsion from the parly or 
at least from its leading bodies. He had every reason to assumi' 
that the triunnirs would not shrink from extreme reprisals. 

How desperately Trotsky and his adherents were anxious at 
this lime to avoid a nmewal of the struggle can be seen from this 
incident: in 1925 Max Eastman, thi* American writi'r, pub¬ 
lished Since Lenin Died, a book in w^hich he gave a true account, 
the first to see the light, of the struggle over the succession to 
Lenin and in w^hich he quoted the substance of Lenin’s testa¬ 
ment. Eastman, wdio had also written a character sketch of 
'Frotsky, The Portrait of a Youth, had been in Moscow, had 
become an adherent of the Opposition, had obtaini'd from 

* V. Sfr);?r, l.e Tourruml obscure^ p. «)7; MAnnires (run leiolutionntthe, p. 

St^r^p attriljutf\s this ‘dirrrtiv**’ orinr to Trotsky hirnsrlfaiul on a srcontl orcasioii 
to Victor Klzin. Trotsky's assistant. Elziii. in any casf\ would have expressed 
'rrr)tsky’s view in this matter. 



202 


THE PROPHET UNARMED 


Trotsky himself the information about Lenin's last will and the 
contest over the succession; and had even begged Trotsky to act 
more aggressively and to read out the will at the thirteenth 
congn-ss. He had submitted the manuscript of Simr LcJiin Died 
to Rakovsky in Paris and had receix ed an indirect answer ex¬ 
pressing full approval. He had tlierefon* c\ery reason to think 
that the work would meet with Trotsky's blessing as well.* 
Trotsky was indeed grateful to Eastman, with whom he n*- 
mained in friendly relations until ten years laltT, when Eastman 
turned againt Communism. Howewr, he found Eastman's 
friendly service embarrassing: the triumxirs ehargi'd Trotsky 
with having committed a gross indiscretion, pressed him to issue 
a denial of Eastman's disclosure's, and threatened him xrith 
disciplinary proceedings if he refused. Trotsky's clost'st asso¬ 
ciates, whom he consulted, were so reluctant to be* forced into a 
fight over the Eastman incident, that they urgcTl Trotsky to dis¬ 
claim all responsibility for it. The Politliiireau wms not content 
with this, however. It demanded a straight denial of Eastman's 
story about the testament ; it even dictated the terms oi* the 
denial. Once again, ‘the leading group of the Opposition’, as 
Trotsky puts it, asked him to yicid lor the' sake of pcacc.^ And 
so on I September 192') there appt'ared in the Bolshevik a state¬ 
ment signed by Trotsky that ‘all talk about [Lenirfs] “testa¬ 
ment", allegedly suf)pi(*ssed or x iolated, is a malicious invention 
and is directed wliolly against Lemin^s real will and the interests 
of the party of whicli he was the founder'. The statement was 
reproduced by all foreign communist newspapiTs and was later 
eagerly quot(‘d by Stalin.Although such dcmials made for tacti¬ 
cal considerations are not rare in politics, this was {)articularly 
galling for Trotsky. After he had watched almost passively the 
suppression of the testament, his virtual title-deed to the suc¬ 
cession, he had now to com(* forward as a witness bearing false 
t estimony against himself and for Stalin - all in order to post¬ 
pone a fresh outbreak of inner-party hostilities. 

* ‘I sfiowrcl the manuscript to Rakovsky . . writes Eastman in a letter to the 
author, ‘and told him I would jtublish it or nut according as he decided. Madame 
Rakovsky sent it hack with enthusiastic praise and that was, I thought, as much 
“authorization” as could be obtained under the circumstances.* 

* Trotsky explained these circumstances in a letter to Muralov, written from his 
exile at Alma At a on ii September 1928. The Archives. 

^ Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. x, p. 175. 
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In such circumstances it was not easy to ‘maintain contacts 
and preserve the cadres of the 1923 Opposition’. For any poli¬ 
tical group inaction, no matter how well justified by tactical 
considerations, is a most trying experience. A small band of 
int(‘llectuals and \'ery adt'anced workers may fill the intcrv’al 
with studying and arguing within its own circle. But for any 
larger gnjup, es]iecially if it is composed of factory workers, in¬ 
activity most oftc'ii amounts to ])olitical suicide*. It sa])s their 
faith in tlu'ir cause*; it deadens tht‘ir fe*rv()ur; it breeds indiffer¬ 
ence' f)r despair. Sue h were the e'flects of waiting in most groups 
of the Oppnsition: llie'y shrank and fell apart. 'Jims, in Lenin¬ 
grad the re \ver<‘, at the* be'ginning of not more than about 
thirty 'I'rotskyists wlio, grouped around Ale'xandra Broriste-in- 
Sokolovskaya, 'Irolsky's first wife, still ke'pt in close touch with 
eau* another and met re’gularly. Many hundreds of pre*\'ioiLsl\ 
organi/e'd op)X)sitionists had vanished into a political no man’s 
land. In \loscow the 'IVotskyist ‘cadres' we're* much more 
numerous and alive; butin the*gre*at prenincial cities and towns, 
in Kharkov, Kie*v, Odessa, and e*lsewhere the Opposition's 
strength dee line'd as much as it did in J.eningrad. 

The* chiefs e)f the* Opposition, Ixnind by ties e'f political and 
I)e'rsonal friendshi]), Ibrme’cl a close* circle are)und Trotsky which 
often met and deliberated. In it were some of the strongest intel- 
h'e ts and characters that could be found in tlie Bolshe*vik party. 
As to politieal ability, experience, and re*volutionary achieve- 
ine*nt, this cire le* was ce*rtainly superior to the team which le*d 
Stalin’s fae tiem and ruled the party. Rakovsky, Radek, Preo- 
brazhe*nsky, Yode, Antonov-Ovseenko, Pyatakov, Serebriakov, 
Kirslinsky, Ivan Smirnov, Muralov, Mrachkovsky, and Sos- 
novsky, had been prominent in the early years of the revolution 
and the civil war and had held offices of the hight'st respon¬ 
sibility.' Marxists of large views, unconventional, resourceful, 
and full of verve, they rej)n'sent<'d the most advanced and inler- 
naticmally minded elements in the party. 

01* all these men Rad(*k was by far the most famous, though 
not tin* most important. He was, next to Trotsky, the most bril¬ 
liant and witty Bolshevik pamj)hleteer. Of mercurial temper, a 
shrewd and realistic student of men and politics, uncannily 

’ Rakovsky, YofTr, atul Krestiusky now lirlcl anihnssadoiial posts in l..ont!oii, 
l*aris, Tokyo, and Berlin; bnt they remained in close relations with Trotsky. 
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sensitive to the moods of the most diverse social milieus, Rad(’k 
had prompted some of Lenin’s most important initiatives in 
diplomacy and Comintern policy. Europe was his home. Like 
Dzerzhinsky, he had come to the Bolsht'viks from the Social 
Democratic Party of the Kingdom ol' Poland and Lithuania, 
Rosa Luxemburg's party which had been strongly influenced 
by Trotsky's views.* He also had behind him many years of a 
stormy activity on the extreme left of German socialism; he had 
been a forerunner and one of the Ibunding fathers of the Com¬ 
munist International. When shortly after the Gclober Revolu¬ 
tion he arrived in Russia, he at once gained admittance into the 
inn(T‘ circle of the leaders; lur accompanied 'Froisky to Brest 
Litovsk; and he led, together with Bukharin and Dzerzhinsky, 
the l.eft Communists in their opposition to peace. After the col¬ 
lapse of the Hohcnzollern monarchy, Lenin sent him on a clan¬ 
destine mission to Germany, where he was to help to set afoot 
the newly fornu'd Communist party. Ih' made a pt‘rilons and 
adventurous journey across the 'cordon sanitahr by which Russia 
was surrounded and arrived in BctHii incognito just befon* Rosa 
Luxemburg and Karl Licbknixht w'cre assassinated. He was 
seized by ihv police and thrown into prison. There, wliile Berlin 
was swept by a White terror and his life hung by a thread, he 
contrived a feat of extraordinary versatility: he managed to 
make contact with leading German diplomats, industrialists, 
and generals; and in his prison cell he conducted with them, 
especially with Walter Rathenau, who was to be Foreign Minister 
in the Rapallo era, talks designed to tear open the first breach 
in the cordon sanitaire,- From his cell, too, he maintained clan¬ 
destine contacts with the German Communist party and helped 
to shape its policy. 

A pioneer of revolutionary socialism, Radek had in him also 
something of the gambler. He was as much in his element 
we^aving a diplomatic intrigue as w^hen, a mole of revolution, he 
tunnelled underground. Of observant eye and untrammelled 
mind, he diagnosed the ebb of revolution in Europe before 
other Bolshevik leaders saw it; and he advocated the united 

' In that party, howrvrr, Radrk and Dzrr/hinsky had bcfn Luxf’Tnburg's 
antagonists and had stood closer than the rest of the party to the bolsheviks. 

^ Sec Radek's memoirs in Kraxmya A'ot\ no. lo, October 1926; R. Fischer, 
Stalin and German Communism^ pp. 203 ii. 
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Ironl. When he relinned to (jcrinuny in 1923, he still saw no 
flow and restrained BrandlcT from rushing into what he con- 
sidcH'd a hopeless attempt at revolution. His taste for the poli¬ 
tical gamble led him astray, however; and in his \SchIagettcr 
speech’ he made an ambiguous appeal to the desperate ex- 
tn'mists of German nationalism. On his return lo Moscow he 
was made to bear the onus of the German defeat and of associa¬ 
tion with IVotsky. Barred from the European sections of the 
Comintt'rn, hc‘ was, in 1925, appointed Principal of the Sun 
Yat-sen University in Moscow just at a time when the rumblings 
of the Chinese revolution made themselves heard- his job was 
to train propagandists and agitators for China’s young Com¬ 
munist movement.* Restless, contemptuous of cant, Bohemian 
in appearance, sharp-tongued, and inclined to cynical postures, 
he was held b)^ many to be an erratic and even a shady charac¬ 
ter. He was, however, the subject of much obloquy by adver¬ 
saries who feared his disrespectful gaze, his banter and deadly 
pasquinade. The stuff of the man wtis certainly much more 
solid than it appean'd, although it was to deteriorate dreadfully 
in later years, under the press of the Stalinist terror. His 
Bohemian exterior and cynical ])ostures conci^aled a fervent 
iiiith wdiich he was loath to «*xhibit; and even his snappy quips 
and jeers w’cre hot with revolutionary passion. 

Into the leading circle of the Opposition Radck discharged 
the electric shocks of his intellect and humour. He was greatly 
attached to Irotsky, with whom he had so much in common in 
range of international experience. Of that attachment he gave 
proof in his essay ‘Trotsky, the Organizer of Victory’, written 
in 1923.- Trotsky was somew hat wary of Radek’s impulsive poli¬ 
tical improvizations but felt a warm affection for the man and 
admired his talent.'^ If he distrusted the gambler in Radek, he 
was nevertheless stimulated by his observations and ideas, and 
enjoyed the great jester and satirist. 

Preobrazhensky’s character stands out in stark contrast to 
Radek’s. He was a theorist and probably the most original 

‘ BcTf^rc 1914 Radck had analysed revolutionary developments in the colonial 
and semi-colonial East in the Polish Ptzegl^d Socjal-Demokrntyczny^ Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg's theoretical paper. 

* K. Radck, Portrety i Patnflety, pp, 29-34. 

^ See Trotsky’s correspondence with Radek in The Archives, and ’Radck and 
the Opposition* in vol. i, pp. 160-3. 
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Bolshevik economist. A Leninist since 1904, he had been c:c^- 
author with Bukharin of the ABC of Communism^ the once famous 
compendium on Bolshevik doctrine; and he liad been secrctarx* 
of the Leninist Central Committee. He left that ofliee and niad(‘ 
room for Molotov when the party’s discipline had grown too 
rigid for him. As its critic he was Trotsky’s forerunner—indeed 
he had criticized Trotsky’s disciplinarian attitude at the clcx enth 
congress, early in 1922. Later in the year, however, the two 
men drew together; Preobrazhensky was one of the few to whom 
Trotsky confided his plans and related his private talks with 
Lenin and their agreement to form the ‘bloc’ against Stalin. 
The author of important works on economic history, a man 
of rare erudition and analytical gifts, Preobrazhensky was 
primarily a scholar, pursuing his line of reasoning to no matter 
what unpopular conclusions it might lead him and no matter 
what damage it might do to his standing with tlur party. He 
thought in elaborate and massive theorems; and in his New 
Economics he made the first serious and still unequalled attemjX 
to apply the ‘categories’ of Marx’s Das Kapilal to the Soviet 
economy. Only the introductory volume was allowed to appear 
and c\'en that was suppressed soon thereafter and confined to 
oblivion. Yet the New Economics remains a landmark in Marxist 
thought. The anticipatory analysis it gave of the processes of 
primitive socialist accumulation will remain topical as long as 
there are under-developed countries in the world which strive 
to industrialize on a socialist basis. Many regarded Preobra¬ 
zhensky rather than Trotsky as the author of the 0 })j)osition’s 
economic programme—he created at any rate its theoretical 
groundwork. I'here were, however, implicit divergencies be¬ 
tween his and I rotsky’s views; but these did not become explicit 
and result in serious political conflict until 1928, the year when 
the two men were exiled from Moscow. 

Pyatakov was the most outstanding industrial manager 
among the Bolsheviks. While Preobrazhensky supplied the 
Opposition with theorems, Pyatakov placed the theorems on the 
firm ground of practical experience. Lenin in his will describes 
Pyatakov as one of the two foremost leaders of the young genera¬ 
tion—the other being Bukharin—and as an administrator of 
exceptional ability and drive but a man devoid of* political 
judgement. This one-sidedness was characteristic of the Opposi- 
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tionist iis well: Pyatakov shared the Opposition’s views on 
(Tonomic policy, but kept aloof from its ‘battle of ideas’ and 
quailed at its onslaughts on the party leadership. Yet he was far 
from being a timid character. Only a few years earlier he and 
his brother had led the Bolsheviks in the Ukraine when the 
Ukraine was occupied by Denikin; and there, behind enemy 
lines, he organiz(*d sabotage, set afoot partizan detachments, 
and directed the struggle. The White Guards seized the two 
brothers and put them, together with other Reds, belbre a firing 
squad, 'riie execution was in progress and his brother had al¬ 
ready been shot w'hen the firing squad had to flee before the 
Reds w'lio had ca})tured the town and were converging on the 
spot where the massacres took place. Straight from the corpses 
of his brother and of his nearest comrades, Pyatakov wx*nt to 
assume command over the Red Guards. Such were the ante¬ 
cedents of' the man who in and out of Opposition was to be the 
moving spirit and the clhci* organizer of the Soviet drive for 
industrialization for fifieen years, and who was to end in the 
clock, ‘confessing’ to ha\’ing been a w rocker, a traitor, and a 
Ibreign spy. 

Most of the other chiefs of the Opposition were men of heroic 
mould. Preobrazhensky had gone through fire and water when 
he led the Bolshevik underground movement in the Urals during 
the years of counter-revolution. Once, when caught by the 
Tsarist police and tried, he had Kerensky as his defence counsel. 
Kerensky, eager to save his client, declared in court that Preo¬ 
brazhensky was not involvc‘d in any revolutionary movement. 
The defendant rose in the dock, disavow ed his counsel, and pro¬ 
claimed his revolutionary conviction. He led the Bolshcv'iks of 
the Urals in 1917 and during the early part of the civil W'ar. 
Rakovsky, whose long and courageous struggle up to 1914 is 
related in The Prophet Armed^^ directed the Communist forces 
during the civil w^ar in Bessarabia, w^herc the White Guards put 
a prize on his head. He returned to Russia and became Chair¬ 
man of the Council of the People’s Commissars in the Ukraine. 
Antonov-Ovseenko’s pari in the October insurrection and the 
civil war need not be recalled hcrc.^ Muralov had been, like 
Antonov, one of the legendary heroes of the 1905 revolution, 

' 'ihe Anna/, pp. ai»7 it. 

^ Set- up. cil., pp. aai, 29a 301, 43.^ j. 
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and in October 1917 he led Moscow's Red (Jiiards in their 
assault on the Kremlin. Afterwards he was commander of the 
military region of Moscow and Army Inspector. Trotsky de¬ 
scribes him as a 'magnificent giant as fearless as kind'. An agro¬ 
nomist by education, he gave, in the intervals between battles, 
agricultural advice to peasants and ‘medical treatment to men 
and cows'. Ivan Smirnov had led the army which defeated 
Kolchak in Siberia. Serebriakov was one of the most energetic 
political commissars on the fronts of the civil war. Sosnovsky 
had made his mark as an agitator in the fighting line and as vigi¬ 
lant observer and critic of morals and manners—his was one of 
the best pens in Bolshevik journalism. 

For all their prowess and intelligence, these men did not for 
the time being see any clear road ahead. They were above all 
anxious to stay within the party; and they could stay in it only 
if they lay low. They watched events and th(‘ moves of their 
adversaries and waited Ibr something to happen that would 
allow them to come to the lore. 


Though he lay low, Trotsky did not lay down his arms. By 
hint and allusion he kept up his criticism of the official regime 
and its policy. Everything he said, even w^hen he said it in a 
deliberately inoffensive manner, w^as a re/lection on what his 
adversaries did, and even more so, on what they thought—no 
matter whether he spoke about the uncouthness of the Russian 
bureaucrat, the debased style of the newspapers, or the false 
starts the party was making in cultural affairs. And he never 
turned his attention from those major issues of policy, foreign 
and domestic, in which stuflTor future controversy was piling up. 

In May 1925, nearly five months after he had left the Com¬ 
missariat of War, he was appointed to serve on the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy, under Dzerzhinsky. I’hcre 
was heavy irony in tlie appointment: Dzerzhinsky was neither 
economist nor policy-maker; and only to slight Trotsky did the 
triumvirs assign to him a post under Dzerzhinsky. They did not 
even consult Trotsky; but he could not easily refuse. When he 
resigned from the Commissariat of War he had declared that 
he was ‘ready to carry out any assignment, under any con¬ 
ditions of party contror; and he could not go back on this 
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pledge. 1^’ar off were the days when he had been able to decline 
the office of Lenin’s deputy. 

Within the Council of the National Economy Trotsky be¬ 
came chairman of three commissions: the Concessions Com¬ 
mittee, the Board of Electrotechnical Development, and the 
Industrial-Technological Commission. The Concessions Com¬ 
mittee had been set up in the early days of N.E.P. when Lenin 
hoped to roattract former concessionaires and other foreign in¬ 
vestors to assist in Russia’s economic recovery. These hopes had 
come to nothing. The Bolsheviks were too frightened of foreign 
capital to be able to attract it; and foreign investors were too 
f rightened of the Bolsheviks to co-operate with them. 'Lhe Con¬ 
cessions Committee was at a loose end. In his office, in a tiny 
one-floor hotel outside the Kremlin, Trotsky occasionally re¬ 
ceived a foreign visitor who inquired about the chances of gold 
prospecting in Siberia, or of manufacturing pencils in Russia. 

Presently, however, Trotsky made a stronghold of the cage 
to which he was confined. Assisted by the secretaries who had 
served in his military train during the civil war, he opened an 
inquiry into the state of Concessions and of Russia’s foreign 
trade. This led him to investigate costs of industrial production 
at home and abroad, and to make a comparative study of the 
productivity of Russian and Western labour. The inquiry threw^ 
into sharp relief the nation’s industrial backwardness —it showed 
that the productivity of Russian labour was only one-tenth that 
of American. With graphic diagrams he illustrated the poverty 
of Russia’s industrial equipment. Thus, while the United States 
possessed 14 million and Great Britain one million telephones, 
the Soviet Union possessed only 190,000. The length of its rail¬ 
way lines was 69,000 kilometres against 405,000 in the United 
Slates. The consumption of electricity per head w^as only 20 
kilowatts compared with 500 kilowatts in the U.S.A.* 

Obvious though the facts were, their emphatic presentation 
came as a shock. Official spokesmen dwelt smugly on the ad¬ 
vance of Russia’s industry since the civil w^ar, w'hcn output had 
been close to nil; or they compared current production with that 
^913; and congratulated themselves on the results. Trotsky 
argued that new scales of comparison were needed and that the 
progress of recent years should be measured by the standards of 

' Sochinenya, vol. xxi, pp. 419-20. 
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the industrial west rather than by those of native backward¬ 
ness.' The nation could not rise unless it had a ruthlessly clear 
awareness of the low lc\'cl from which it started. Tt is often said 
that we work “almost” like the Germans, or like the French. I 
am ready to declare a holy war on this word “almost”. Almost 
means nothing. . . . \Vc must compare costs ol'production, wc 
must find out what a pair of shoes costs here and abroad, w’(? 
must compare the quality of the goods, and the time it takes to 
produce them—only then can wc make comparisons with 
foreign countries.” ‘VVe must not lag behind otlicis’, he con¬ 
cluded. ‘Our first and essential watchword ... is not to lag be¬ 
hind! Yes, wc arc extraordinarily far behind the advanced 
capitalist countries. . . .’ 

In launching this watchword—‘We must not lag behind’ 
—Trotsky was several years ahead of Stalin; but unlike Stalin 
he strove to open Russia’s eyes to the full lengtli of the distance 
to be made up. He realized that this involved political risks— 
people viewing Russia’s poverty soberly and gauging her misery 
to its depth might become cynical or despondent. Stalin, when 
he embarked on industrialization, preferred to kee p the masses 
unaware of the prodigious climb and the inhuman effort re¬ 
quired of them. Trotsky relied on the people’s courage and 
maturity. ‘Let us, comrades, neither mock at ourselves, nor take 
fright. But let us firmly remember these figures: wt: must make 
these measurements and comparisons in order to catch up with 
the West at any price, and to surpass it.’^ Thus he rc-ernerged 
from the petty administrative technicalities under which the 
triumvirs had intended to bury him; he found his way back to 
the central issue of policy; and he took up the call for industrial¬ 
ization which he had raised in 1922-3. 

As Chairman of the Board of Electrotechnical Development 
he became engrossed in electrification. He travelled up and 
dowm the country, investigated resources, cxamin(‘d schemes for 
power plants, planned their location, and produced reports. 
From one such journey he returned to urge the Politbureau to 
adopt a project for the utilization of the rapids of the Dnieper, 
the project which became famous as the Dnieprostroy, one of 

' Sochinenya, vol. xxi, pp. 44-45. See Trotsky’s speech oI‘ 7 December 1925. 
Throughout most of the Stalin era oHicial propagandists avoided making com 
parisons between Russia and the West. * Ibid.,pp.3g7 .^05. ’ II>id.,p.4i9. 
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llu* fcals of industrial construction in the next decade. When he 
first canvassed the idea, early in 1926, the Politburcau made 
little of it. Stalin remarked that the planned power-station 
would be of no more use to Russia than a c^ramojihone was to a 
muzhik who did not [possess even a co\v.' Trotsky then appealed 
to the enthusiasm and the ijnagination of the young. In a speech 
to the Comsomol he said: 

ReceiilJy we opened the power station oi*Shatura, one (vf our best 
industrial installations, established rm a turl bog. The distance from 
Moscow to Slialura is only a little over a hundred kilometres. A 
stone's throw, it would seem; and yet what a diflercncc in conditions! 
Moscow is tlie capital of the Communist International. You travel 
a lew scoi(\s ol’kilometres and —there is wilderness, snow, and lir, 
and frozen mud, and wild beasts. Blacklog cabin villages, drowsy 
under the snow. From the train one's eyes catch the wolf’s fool- 
])rints in the snow. ^Vllcrc Shatura station stands, elks roamed a few 
y<‘ars ago. Now iiK tal pylons of exquisite construction ran tlic whole 
way down IVom Moscow . . . and ijnd(T these pylons she-foxes and 
slie-wolves will lead out their cubs this spring. Such is our entire 
(ivilization —extreme contradictions: supreme achievements of 
technology and generalizing thought and primordial Siberian 
wilderness. 

Shatura stands on marshes; we h;ivc many marshes, many more 
than power stations. We have many other sources of i'uci which only 
wait to be transforiucd into power. In the south the Dnieper runs 
its course through the wealthiest industrial land; and it is wasting 
the prodigious weight of its pressure, playing over age-old rapids 
and waiting until we harness its stream, curb it with darns, and 
compel it to give light to cities, to drive factories, and to enrich 
ploughland. Wc shall compel it!‘ 

Industrialization was no end in itself, of course; it was part 
of ‘tlie struggle for socialism with which the whole future of our 
civilization is inseparably bound up’. Again, in contrast to the 
Stalin ol‘ later years, Trotsky insisted that while struggling to 
catch up with the West the U.S.S.R. must not seek to isolate 
itself IVom the West. He had been a staunch defender of the 
monopoly of foreign trade and he had originated the idea of 
‘socialist protectionism’; but the purpose of that protectionism, 

* Trotsky quoU'cl Stalin’s statement verbatim from the record of the April 1926 
session of the Central Committee. Sec Trotsky’s ‘Personal Statement’ of 14 April 
1927 in The Archives, * Sochinenya, vol. xxi, p. 437. 
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he argued, was not to cut off socialist industry, but, on the con- 
trary, to enable it to establish close and many-sided links wdth 
the world economy. True enough, the ‘world market’ would 
press on Russia’s socialist economy and subject it to severe and 
even dangerous tests. But these tests could not be avoided; they 
should be faced boldly. The dangers to which Russia was ex¬ 
posed by contact with the more advanced capitalist economy 
would be compensated by decisive advantages to be derived 
from international division of labour and from the assimilation 
of superior Western technology. In isolation, Russia's economic 
development must be distorted and l etarded. In arguing thus, 
Trotsky was again in implicit conflict with official economic 
thought which was already becc>ming fixed in conceptions of 
national self-sufficiency: socialism in a single country pre¬ 
supposed a closed Soviet economy. Trotsky argued in effect 
against the essential premisses of Stalin’s doctrine^ even before 
the controversy r)ver it had opened. 

After th(! 1923 debacle in Germany, I'rotsky endc-avoured to 
reassess the international situation and the prospects of com¬ 
munism. The Comintern, anxious to save its face, belittled the 
importance of its setback, forecast a new revolutionary situation 
in Germany, and encouraged ‘ultra-left’ policies.* When, early 
in 1924, the first British Labour government was formed under 
Ramsay MacDonald and when Edouard Herriot, heading the 
Cartel dc Gauche, became French Prime Minister, some of the 
communist leaders viewed these governments as ‘Kerensky 
regimes’ destined to pave the w^ay for revolution. Against this 
Trotsky pointed out that it was necessary ‘to distinguish the ebb 
of revolution from its flow^’, that it would take time for the Ger¬ 
man working class to recover from defeat, and that no rapid 
revolutionary developments should be expected in Britain and 
France. 

Yet he still held that the capitalist world was unable to regain 
any enduring balance. He saw' the greatest single factor of its 
instability, and the central issue of world politics at large, in the 
ascendancy of the United States. In the years 1924 and 1925 he 
analysed again and again the economic rise of the United States 

* Sre Zinoviev’s speech at the fifth C^ornintern congress (Pyatyi Vsemirnyi Kongress 
Korn, Intermtiionala), pp. 64 ff.; also R. Fischer*s statements, ibid., pp. 175-92. 
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and its impact upon the world. He predicted emphatically the 
emergence of the United States as the leading world power 
bound to involve itself in the affairs of all continents and lo 
spread out its networks ol* military and naval bases over all 
oceans. He couched his conclusions in such Ibrceful terms that 
most of what he said sounded far-letchcd in the 1920’s. I’his 
was the time of the ‘Dawes Plan’, of America’s relatively timid 
and only tentative intervention in Europc’an affairs which, alter 
1929, was to be followed by a relapse into isolationism lasting 
over a d(x:ade. Th(‘ world-wide expansion of American power, 
which Trotsky foreshadowed, could still be seen, if at all, 
only in embryo. He saw, as he so ofk-n did, the full-grown 
lieing in that embryo. The economic basis for expansion was 
there: the national income of the United States was already two 
and a half times as large as the combined incomes of Britain, 
France, Germany, and Japan. M'hc Imited States’ ascendancy 
was accompanied by Europe’s impoverishment, ‘Balkanization’, 
and decline. He concluded, therefore, that ‘the superiority 
which Britain in her heyday held vis-a-vis Europe is insignificant 
in comparison with the superiority wdiich tlie U.S.A. has gained 
over the entire world, including Britain’.* 

It was true that the ruling classes of both America and Europe 
were slow to grasp the full weight of this shift—they lagged 
mentally behind the events. 'The American is only beginning 
to grow aware of his international importance. . . . America 
has not yet learned to make its domination real. But it will 
presently learn to make it so, and it will learn on Europe’s 
body and bones.’- 'llie traditions of American isolationism and 
pacifism, rooted in geography and history, were brakes on ex¬ 
pansion; but they were bound to give way to the dynamic force 
of the new' feels. The United States w'ould find itself compelled 
to assume the h^adenship of the capitalist W'orld. The urge for 
expansion was inherent in its own economy; and it w'as intensified 
by the fact that European capitalism depended for its sur\'ival on 
American assistance. Here Trotsky made his celebrated and 
hotly contested forecast that the United States w'ould ‘put 
Europe on American rations’ and then dictate to fmrope its 
wdll. Having taken Britain’s place as the world’s industrial w'ork- 
shop and bank, the United States was also taking Britain’s places 

’ Eumpa uwi Amerika, p. 22. “ Ibid., p. sfi. 
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as the world’s greatest maritime power and empire.* For this 
it need not burden itself with colonial possessions which had so 
often been a drain on the strength of British imperialism as well 
as a source of wealth. ‘AincTica will always find enough allies 
and helpers all over the world—the strongest pow'cr always finds 
them-- and with the allies will be found also the nc*C('ssary naval 
bases.’- Consequently Sve are entering an epoch of the aggressive 
unfolding of American militarism’.^ 

To those wdio, over-impressed by the strength of Aiiu'i ic.iii 
isolationism and pacifism, doubted this prospect, iiotsky re¬ 
plied that the United States was following in Germany's foot¬ 
steps. Like Germany, but incomparably more ])ower]ul, it ^vas a 
latecomer among the great industrial nations. ‘ITow^ long is it 
since the Germans were looked upon as starry e\ ed dreamei s, as 
a “nation of poets and thinkers”? Yet a few^ decatU's of capitalist 
development were enough to transform the German bour¬ 
geoisie’ into an exponent of the most brutal imi)erialism. Far 
less time was needed lor a similar transformation in the Ihiited 
States. In vain did Britain’s rulers console thems(‘lves that they 
would act as political and diplomatic tutors to tli(' inexperienced 
Americans. They might do so, but only during a briel* spell, 
until the Americans had learned the arts of imperialism and 
gained self-confidence. In the end the wxight of American power 
would tell. Even now^ the ‘inexperienced Yank(^e’ enjoyed 
definite advantages over the sophisticated and subtle British 
imperialist: he could afford to pose as the liberator of the 
colonial peoples of Asia and Africa, helping to IVee from the 
British oppression the Indians, the Egyptians, and the Arabs; 
and the wxrld believed in his pacifism and generosity. 

It w^as beyond American power to arrest the decay of bour¬ 
geois Europe, however. American predominance was itself a 
source of instability for Germany, France, and Britain, for it was 
primarily at their cxpcn.se that American power expand('d. 'Fhe 
economic disequilibrium betw^een Europe and America would 
again and again be reflected in their trade and balances of 
payment, in financial crises, and in convulsions of the whole 

* At the VVasIiiniiTton Naval Conference of 1922 Cireat Rrilain had, in fact, given 
up the traditional Ibrms of British naval supremacy. 

* Eitropa iind Amerika, p. 42. 

* See Trotskx ’s spe(*ch of 25 October 1925 published in Prarr/a on 5 November 

*925- 





AN INTERVAL 


215 


capitalist system. Nor was the United States immune: the more 
the world was dependent on it, the more did the transatlantic 
Republic become dej)cndent on the world and involved in the 
^vork^s menacing chaos. 

The conclusion? ‘Bolshevism has no enemy more fundamental 
and irreconcilable than American capitalism.'^ These were ‘the 
two basic and antagonistic forces oi'our age’. Wherever com¬ 
munism might advanc(‘, it would run into barriers set up by 
American cajiilalism; and in whatevi r part of the world the 
United Sta1(‘s might seek to cxj)and, it would be confronted by 
the threat of proletarian revolution: .. il'and when American 
capital j)(‘iieirates into Clhina, ... it will find there, among the 
masses of the Chinese people, not the religion of Americanism but 
the political ]^rogramme of Bolshevism translated into Chinese.’ 

In this duel oi'giants American cajntalism had all the material 
advantages. But Bolshevism would learn from America and 
assimilatt' its superior technology. It would be easier for the 
Bolsheviks to acliieve this than for American capitalists to put 
the world on American rations. ‘Americanized Bolshevism will 
defeat and crush imj)erialist Americanism.’* The United States 
might pose as ‘liberator’ of the colonial peoples and thereby 
contribute to the decomposition of the British empire; but it 
would not succeed in establishing its own supremacy over the 
coloured races. Nor w ould it in the long run succeed in banish¬ 
ing communism Irom Europe. 

We do not in any way underrate the power of the United States. 
In evaluating the prospects of revolution we start from a clear 
realization of the facts. . . . However, we arc of the opinion that 
American ])ower itself... is the greatest lever of European revolu¬ 
tion. We do not overlook the fact that this lever will turn, politically 
as well as militarily, with a terrible momentum against European 
revolution. . . . Wc know that American capital, once its existence 
is at stake, will unfold incalculable fighting energy. All that w^e know 
from history and our own experience about the struggle of privileged 
classes for their domination may pale into insignificance compared 
with the violence that American capital will let loose on revolution¬ 
ary Europe.^ 

* Eurofta und Anwrikn, p. 47. Trotsky relates that shortly after the October 
Revolution he said half-jokingly to Lenin that two names, those of Lenin and 
Wilson, were the ‘apocalyptic antipodes of our time’, 

* Ibid., p. 49. ^ Ibid., p. 91. 
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How then, Trotsky asked, would communism be able to hold 
its ground? He did not expect the clash between the two ‘basic 
antagonistic forces’ to develop while communism was en¬ 
trenched only on Europe’s eastern fringe and in parts of Asia. 
As always, he looked forward to revolution in Western Europe; 
and he was convinced that, to withstand American onslaught 
and blockades, the peoples of the Continent would have to 
form ‘the United Slates of Socialist Europe’. 

We, the peoples of Tsarist Russia, have held out through years of 
blockade and civil war. We have had to endure misery, privation, 
poverty, and epidemics. . , . Our very backwardnt‘ss turned out to 
be our advantage, llie revolution has survived because it could rely 
on its gigantic rural hinterland. . . . The outlook for industrializ(‘d 
Europe ... would be different. A disunited Europe would not be able 
to hold out. . . . Proletarian revolution implies its integration. 
Bourgeois economists, pacifists, profiteers, cranks, and windbags like 
to chatter about the United States of Europe. But the bourgeoisie, 
divided against itself, cannot create it. Only the victorious working 
class will be able to unify Europe.... We shall ser\T socialist Europe 
as a bridge to Asia. . . . The United States of Socialist Europe 
together with our Soviet Union will exercise a tremendous magnetic 
attraction on the peoples of Asia. . . . And the gigantic bloc of the 
nations of Europe and Asia will then be unshakeably establislu'd, 
and it will stand up to the United States.^ 

The prospect of an Armageddon of global class struggle 
presently came under severe criticism as sheer fantasy.- No 
doubt, Trotsky threw into exaggerated relief what was at the 
time only one of the tendencies at work in world politics. In the 
following two decades other tendencies came to the fore: both 
the United States and Russia relapsed into relative isolation; 
Europe, with the Third Reich risen in its midst, became once 
again the world’s storm centre; and Hitler’s conquests and 
threats of domination made the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. tem¬ 
porary allies. However, Trotsky made his forecasts in the first 

* Europa und Amerika, pp. 90-91. 

* It will be remembered that both Trotsky and Lenin spoke for the United 
States of Socialist Europe as early as at the beginning of the First World W ar. 
(Sec The Prophet Armed, pp. 236-7.) The watchword was still included in the mani¬ 
festo of the fifth congress of the Comintern which Trotsky wrote in 1924. Soon 
thereafter, however, the slogan and the idea of the United States of .Socialisi 
Europe were renounced by the Comintern as a Trotskyist day-dream. 



AN INTERVAL 


2 I 7 

years ol'the Versailles Peace, when Germany was still prostrate, 
when Hitkrr was merely an obscure provincial adventurer, and 
Germany’s military' pow'cr was incapable of asserting itself. Not 
more than a faint prelude had been enacted to the conflict of 
the two blocs, which was to unfold only after the Second World 
War. Prom the prelude Trotsky guessed the outline, the plot, 
and the 'eitmotif of the real drama. He ran so far ahead of his 
time that more than thirty years later much ol' his prediction 
still remains unconfirmed by <^vents; but the truth of so much of 
it has since been demonstrated that few Mould venture to dis¬ 
miss as chimerical the prophecy as a M'holc. 

Against the general background of the changed relation be¬ 
tween Europe and America Trotsky gave a more di tailed pros¬ 
pect of a single country’s future in Where is Britain Going? He 
wrote this book early in 1925, just when Moscosv w as beginning 
to attach great importance to a new link established between the 
Soviet and the British trade unions. In the previous November 
a delegation headed b)' A. A. Purcell, chairman of the British 
Trades Union Congress, had visited the Soviet capital and made 
a solemn pledge of friendship and solidarity with the Russian 
Revolution. The Soviet leaders eagerly responded, hoping that 
they had found solid allies in Purcell, Cooke, and other newly 
elcctird, leftish chiefs of the British trade unions; and they w^ere 
all the more willing to cultivate the new ‘friendship’ because the 
Communist party of Great Britain was weak and insignificant. 
The Comintern's ultra-left policy was reaching a dead end; it 
was to be replaced by more moderate tactics. The question w’as 
mooted whether the revolution might not ‘enter Britain through 
the broad gateway of the trade unions’ rather than through 
the ‘narrow path of the Communist party’. In May—Trotsky 
had just completed his book—Tomsky led a Soviet delegation 
to the annual Congress of the British unions and he formed, 
with the Politbureau’s blessing, the Anglo-Soviet Trade Union 
Council, which was to occupy a large place in the inner party 
controversy of the following year. 

In his book Trotsky spoke of the approach in Britain of a 
social crisis of the first magnitude. American predominance, the 
obsolescence of Britain’s industrial equipment, and strains and 
stresses in the empire, all were combining to prepare it. Britain 
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had emerged from the First World War victorious but battered 
and worn. Victory concealed her weakness, but not for long. 
British goxernments kept up the pretence of smooth and friendly 
co-operation with the United States, underneath which there 
was irreconcilable conflict. Teacefully' the British were sur¬ 
rendering their financial dominance', commercial privilege's, 
and naval supremacy; but they could not go on doing this in¬ 
definitely, according to Irotsky, -at tlu* ( iid of the road was a 
clash of arms. Nor could the dissolution of the British empire, 
made inevitable by both the lapse of British rule on the seas and 
the rise of the colonial peoples, remain latent for any length of 
time. Lost to Britain were the strategic advantages of insularity. 
Finally, since 1918 the Versailles system and the disruption of 
the German economy had veiled Britaiirs industrial inferiority 
to Germany. But Germany, aided by the United States, was 
rapidly recovering strength and had already reappeared as 
Britain’s most direct and dangerous competitor in the world 
market, upsetting her trade and payment balances and aggra¬ 
vating all the elements of British weakness. All this, IVotsky 
concluded, pointed to dangerous Anglo-American tensions, 
fraught with war, and to a violent flare-up ol* class struggle, in¬ 
deed, to a revolutionary situation in the British Isles. 

In retrospect both the realism of this analysis and the errors o(‘ 
perspective stand out clearly. Trotsky did not imagine that the 
British could escape an armed conflict with the United States, 
although he himself had shown convincingly that such a conflict 
would have been suicidal folly for bourgeois Britain. Although 
he was perhaps the first analyst to grasp all the implications of 
America’s new superiority, his idea of the British empire had 
still an almost Victorian or Edwardian touch about it: he could 
not envisage that the British would ‘peacefully’ and ‘to the end’ 
surrender their supremacy to the United States. And he saw the 
decline of British power as a cataclysmic collapse, not as the 
chronic and long-drawn-out process it was to become. 

Despite its errors of prognostication Where is Britain Going? is 
the most, or rather the only effective statement of the case for 
proletarian revolution and communism in Britain that has ever 
been made. This was Trotsky’s encounter with Fabian socialism 
and its doctrine of the ‘inevitability of gradualness*; and for a 
long time thereafter Fabianism could not recover intellectually 



AN INTERVAL 


219 

from the assault.* With quick and sharp thrusts Trotsky 
stripped it of its socialist pretensions and showed up its depend¬ 
ence on Conservative and Liberal traditions, its staleness, its 
insularity, its parochial quaintness and empirical narrow¬ 
mindedness, its pacifist hypocrisy and national arrogance, its 
snobbery and meekness towards established opinion, its fetish- 
istic attitude towards religion, monarchy and empire—in a 
word all lh(‘ qualities which made MacDonald, Thomas, the 
Snowdens, and tin* other labour It^aders of the lime unfit to take 
the h('ad of* a militant socialist movement and which turned 
them into opponents of revolution glad to consume th(* fruit 
of past struggles, but shrinking in panic 1‘roin new conflict and 
upheaval. '1 rotsk\' had no doubt that in the ap])roaching crisis 
they would se(‘ their main task in keeping tlic working class 
menially enthralled, morally disarmed and unable to act. 

'riic ruthlessness of his argument was greatly enlivened but 
scarcely softened by the humour with which he conducted it: 

British pigeon-faii(:i<‘rs, l)y means of artificial selection, achieve 
special \'aricties, with a ronUnually shortening ])eak. But there comes 
a iMoinciit when the l>eak of a new stock is so short that the poor 
creature is unequal tf> lireaking the egg shell and the young })igeon 
jierislies, a saeriiice to compulsory restraint from revolutionary 
activities, and a stop is put to the further progress of varieties of 
sliort bills. If our memory is not at fault, MacDonald can read about 
this in Darwin. Having entered upon MacDonald’s favourite course 
of analogies wit It the organic world, one can say that the political 
art of the British Ixnirgeois consists in shortening the revolutionary 
beak of the proletariat, and so not alknving him to pierce the shell of* 
the capitalist stale. The lieak of the proletariat is its party. If wc 
look at MacDonald, Thomas, Mr. and Mrs. Snowden, wc have to 
confess that the work of the bourgeoisie in selecting short-billed and 
sof'l-billed has been crowned with astonishing .success. . . 

'I’hc Fabian school prided itself on its peculiarly British tradi¬ 
tion, which it refused to adulterate with alien Marxism. 
I roisky retorted that the Fabians cultivated only the conser¬ 
vative ])atteriis of their national tradition and neglected or sup¬ 
pressed its progressive strands. 

* An Ainci ii an ri iiit:. w ritiiiR in the Linitimcie Sun j 1 Ndveinhcr irmarkcd 

that tin* world had ikX lirard anything like 'IVolsky’s firry invective since lailhrr's 
days. * Where is Britain Going? p. 67. 
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The MacDonalds inherited from Puritanism not its revolutionary 
strength, but its religious prejudices. From the Owenites they 
received not coinrministic ler\'our but Utopian hostility to (he class 
struggle. From the past political history- of Britain the Fabians 
l)orro\ved only the mental dependence of the proletariat on the 
bourgeoisie. liistory turned its nether parts to these gentlemen; and 
the writings that they there read became their programme.’' 

For the benefit of young Marxists Trotsky recapitulat(*d the 
two major British revolutionary traditions, the Cromwellian 
and the Chartist. He saw the Puritans as btdng beneath their 
biblical cloaks essentially political innovators, fighters, and pro¬ 
moters of definite class interests, who stood half-way between 
the German Reformation with its religious philosophy and the 
French Revolution with its secular ideology. Luther and Robe¬ 
spierre met in Cromwell’s personality.^ Obsolescent though 
much of Cromwell was, especially his bigotry, he was still a great 
master of revolution with wliom British Communists might 
usefully serve an apprenticeship. A note of affinity crept into 
Trotsky's appreciation of the Commander of the Ironsides: 
*. . . it is impossible not to be struck by certain features wdiich 
bring the existence and character of Cromwell’s army into close 
association with the character of the Red Army ... Cromwell’s 
warriors regarded themselves as Puritans in the first instance and 
only in the second as soldiers just as our warriors recognize them¬ 
selves to be revolutionaries and communists first and soldiers 
afterwards.’'^ For all his lack of reverence for Parliament, Crom¬ 
well set the stage for British parliamcntarianism and demo¬ 
cracy. This ‘dead lion of the seventeenth century’, this builder of 
a new' society w'as still more alive politically than were the many 
living dogs of the Fabian kennel. So were the militant Chartists 
to whose heritage British Labour would turn afresh, once it had 
lost faith in the magic of gradualness. Chartist watchw'ords and 
methods of action w'cre still greatly to be preferred to ‘the 
saccharine eclecticism of MacDonald and the economist stupid¬ 
ity of the Webbs’. The Chartist movement was defeated because 
it was ahead of its time—‘an historic overture’; but it would be 
‘resurrected on a new and immeasurably broader historic basis.’*^ 

Trotsky saw in the Communist party, weak though it was, the 

' Where i.\ lirilain p. 47. * I hid., p. 127. 

^ tjp. cil., p. 126. ’ Op. di., pp. 130 I. 
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sole, legitimate successor U» these traditions. He dismissed as a 
'monstrous illusion’ the hojK' that any Ici'tish Fabians or trade 
union chiefs could give a revolutionary lead to the British 
workers. That the Clommunist party in Britain was of negligible 
size iind that Fabianism ajtpeared to be formidable and unshake- 
able was true. But had not liritish Liberalism also apjK'ared to 
be powerful and invincible just before! it collapsed as a ] 5 arty ? 
When the I.abour party came to occupy the place vacated by 
Liberalism, it was led by the men of the Independent Labour 
party w hich had been a small group. The shock of great events 
makes old and seemingly solid political structures crumble and 
brings about the emergence of new ones. This had happened 
after the shock of the First World War and il would happen 
again. The rise of Fabianism was ‘only a briefstage in the revolu¬ 
tionary development of the working class’; and ‘Macdonald 
has a still shakier seat than had Idoyd George’. 

It W'as w'ith subdued misgivings that Trotsky asked whether 
British communism would prove equal to its task. But once 
again revolutionary optimism led him astray .'is it had sometimes 
hrd Marx. ‘We do not intend to jtrophesy’, Trotsky wrote, ‘what 
will be the tempo of this process [of revolution in Britain], but in 
any case it will be measured in terms of years, or at the most in 
terms of five years, not at all by decades.’* In later years 'I’rotsky 
argued that at the decisive moment, in 1926, Stalin’s and Bu¬ 
kharin’s tactical prescriptions, the policy of the Anglo-Soviet 
Council, crippled British communism. 'Ilie historian must doubt 
whether these prescriptions, inept though they were, were the 
basic cause of the prolonged impotence of British communism 
which thirty years later still vegetated as a sect on the outer 
fringe of British politics. How’cver, the great social crisis w hich 
Trotsky forecast was indeed about to open w'ith the strike of the 
British coal-miners, the longest and tht; most stubbornly fought 
in industrial history; and during the general strike Britain 
moved towards the brink of revolution. 

Trotsky’s book aroused much controversy in Britain. H. N. 
Brailsford initiated it in a preface to the English edition. 
Acknowledging Trotsky’s exceptional merits as an analyst and 
writer and his familiarity with English history and politics, 

* Op. cit., p. 14. ‘The hive of revolution swarms loo well this time!’ I'rtJtsk)- added, 
P- 52- 
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Brailsford w rote that Trotsky nevertheless failed to understand 
the democratic and nonconformist religious traditions of the 
British Labour rnovc nuTit and ‘the instinct of obedience to the 
majority graven on the English mind’. Ramsay MacDonald,^ 
George I.ansbury,- and oth(‘rs, dismissed Trotsky's \ie\\'s as a 
foreigner's misconceptions. Bertrand Russell, on the other hand, 
held that 'Trotsky was perfectly familiar with the political 
peculiarities of the English Labour inoveiiKTil’; and he also 
agreed that socialism is incompatible ^vith Church and riirone. 
Yet Russ('ll could not sec how anyoiu* not an enemy of the British 
people could incite them to revolution, the sequel ol' which 
would be an American blockade or even a war in which Britain 
would be doomed to deft-at.^ Other writers resi nted the dis¬ 
respect and derision with which Trotsky turned on MacDonald, 
although a f(=\v years later when MacDonald broke with the 
Labour party most of these critics tore the 'traitor' to shrdis. 

I’rotsky answered his critics several times.^ In a reply to 
Russc'll he denied any intention of inciting British workers to 
revolution in the interest of Soviet Russia. In no country, he 
WTOte, should the workers undertake any steps in the interest ol’ 
the Soviet Union which do not follow from their own interests. 
But he remained unconvinced by Russell’s rationalistic pacifism: 

Revolutions are as a rule not made arbitrarily. If it were possil)lc 
to map out the revolutionary road beforehand and in a raticmalislic 
manner, then it would probably^ also be pf>ssible to avoid revolution 
altogether. Revolution is an expression ol‘ the iiiipossiljility ol’ 
reconstructing class society by rationalist methods. Logical argu¬ 
ments, even if Russell turns them into mathematical formulae, are 
impotent against material interests. The ruling classes will let 
civilization perish together with mathematics rather than give up 
their privileges. . . . You cannot get away from these irrational 
factors. Just as in mathematics wc use irrational magnitudes in 
order to arrive at altogether realistic conclusions, so in revolutionary 
policy . . . one can bring a social system into rational order only 
when one makes frank allowance for the contradictions inherent in 
society so as to be able to overcome them by means of revolution.,. .5 

* The jValion, lo \larch 1926. 

" Lansbury’s Labour Weekly^ 27 February it)2G. 

’ .\ew Leaderj 26 February 1926. 

^ Traida, 11 February and 14 March 192G. 

^ Kuda Jdet Angliya? (F/c-roi Vypusk), p. 59. 
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The British Communists at first n'ceived Trotsky’s work with 
delight and enthusiasm— tlie giant had come to reinforce their 
puny ranks.^ Later in tlie ye ar, however, under the wing of the 
Anglo-So\ ict Council, they fiad second thoughts, and began to 
feel embarrassed by 1 rotsky’s attack on tlu^ leftish trade-union 
leaders. (Even earlier, in November 1925, he had already been 
ciitici/x-d on this ground by the Russo-Arnericaii Communist 
M. Olgin, until recently I’rotsky’s fervent admirer.^) In the 
spring of 1926 the British Communist party was already lodging 
a complaint with the Russian Politburcau about J rotsky’s 
‘hostility’ towards it; and I'rotsky had to rebut the charge.^ 


It was during this interval in the struggle between Trotsky 
and his adversaries that a great regrouping of men and ideas 
occurred within tlic Bolshevik ])arty and that a m^w and funda- 
mcaital division appeared among iis leaders and in its ranks—a 
di\ision which forms the background to the political history of 
the following filleen years. 

The middle 1920’s are ollen described as the halcyon time of 
N.E.P., as the only period between 1917 and the middle of the 
century when the Soviet people relaxed, enjoyed peace, and had 
a taste of vvcll-bc*ing. This picture cannot be accepted at its face 
value. What gives the period a quasi-idyllic appearance is its 
contrast with the one that preceded it and the one that was to 
follow. The middle 1920’s knew none of the bloody struggles 
and upheavals, and none of the famines, of the early 1920’s and 
I he early 1930’s. The passage of time was healing the wounds 
the nation had suffered. Economic recovery was underway. The 
farmers tilled their land and reaped their harvest. The wheels 
of industry no longer stood still. Blown-up bridges and railways, 
burnt-out houses and bombshelled schools were rebuilt. Flooded 
eoal-min(\s WT're restored. Links between town and country w-ere 
re-established. Private trade flourished. Shoppers no longer car¬ 
ried sackfuls of deiireciatcd bank-notes: the rouble, still some¬ 
what shaky, reacquired the mysterious respectability of money. 


* Scp, fur instance, U. J'alnic Diitt's review in Labour Monthly, April xpatJ. 

^ Die Freiheit, 15 November 1925. 

^ The Trotsky Archives, excerpts concerning Polilbureau sessions of the first days 
of June 1926. 
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riicre was t‘\ cii a bustle of prosperity about the central squares 
and thoroughfares of the cities. 

Yet this bustle was largely deceptive, riie great and now 
unified Soviet republic, extending IVoni the Polish and Baltic 
frontiers over the whole area of th(‘ former empire, remained 
engulfed in cruel poverty and riddled with social tensions. Only 
one-sixth of the nation lived in the towns; and not even one- 
tenth of its manpower was employed in industry. Recovery was 
painfully slow. Mines and factories still turned out less than 
three-quarters of their pre-war output; they produced no en¬ 
gines, no machine tools, no motor-cars, no chemicals, no ferti¬ 
lizers, and no modern agricultural machinery. The Soviet 
Union did not yet possess most of the industries essential to 
modern society. The flourishing private trade, much of it bar¬ 
barously primitive and fraudulent, covi'red the national misery 
as W'ith bubbling froth. 

It is true that the peasants consumi d the produce of their en¬ 
larged fields and for the first time sinc(‘ ages ate their bread to 
the full. But this was ‘prosperity’ at the rock bottom of civili¬ 
zation. It was enjoyed in the absence of any higher needs and 
amenities, in squalor, darkness, and primeval rural idiocy. 
About a third of the rural population, not grow ing its owm food, 
was excluded even from that kind of well-being. Because the 
peasants ate more than before, the town dwellers had to cat less: 
they consumed only two-thirds of the food and only half the meat 
they used to consume under Tsarist rule. Less produce was also 
left for export: Russia now sold abroad only about a quarter of 
the amount of grain she used to export. As of old most of her 
people wTre in rags and barefoot. Only in tw^o significant re¬ 
spects, it seems, had there been a marked advance: in hygiene 
and education. The Russians used more soap and had more 
schools than ever before. 

Of the social tensions the chronic antagonism between town 
and country was the most dangerous. The town dweller had the 
sense of being ill used by the farmer, who was indubitably the 
chief beneficiary of the revolution. The muzhik, on the other 
hand, felt that he w^as skinned by the town people. Inhere was 
some ground for such feelings on both sides. The urban workers 
earned far less than before the revolution; and there were two 
million unemployed, almost as many as w'ere employed in large- 
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scale industry. The workers contrasted their own want with the 
iimplcncss ol'lood in the country. The peasants res(‘nted the fact 
tliat they liad tf) pay for industrial goods more than twice the 
prices tlu^y paid before 1914, while (or their own produce they 
did not obtain much more than the pre-war price. Each of these 
two ( lasses imagiiu'd that it was exploited by the other. In truth 
both were ‘(‘xploited’ by the nation’s poverty. 

Neither town nor country representt'd, however, any uniform 
interest. Each was torn by its own contradictions. The urban 
worker knew that the N.E.P.-man, the middleman, and the 
bureaucrat cheated him of the fruit of his labour. He paid high 
prices for the food for which the peasant received so little—the 
juiddleman controlling nine-tenths of the retail trade caslurd 
ill on the diflerence. In the factory the worker was confronted 
by the manager who, acting on behalf of the employer-state, de- 
priv('d him of his share in running the factory, kept down wages, 
and ch niandcd more work and harder work.^ By the manager’s 
side stood the trade-union official and the secretary of the party 
( clI, who were less and l(!ss inclined to side with the work(T and 
often acted as arbitrators in industrial disputes. Ihc employer- 
state could in fact rarely afford to meet the workers’ claims. The 
national income was small, productivity low, and the need for 
capital investment (h'sperately urgent. When the manager, the 
])arty secretary, and the trade-union official urged the worker 
to produce more, the latter cursed his new ‘bosses’; but he did 
not dare to press his claims or down tools. Outside the factory 
gat('s there waited long queues of men anxious to get jobs. Once 
again, as under capitalism, the ‘reserve army of the unemployed’ 
helped to depress the wages and the conditions of the employed. 

The cleavages in the peasantry were less marked but not less 
real. The muzhiks had benefited from the agrarian upheavals 
and from N.E.P. in un(*qual degrees. The middle layer of the 
yjcasantry was strengtlu-ned. There were many more small¬ 
holders now, more serednyaksy who lived on the yield of their 
land, without having to work on the land of wealthier farmers 
and without employing labour on their own farms. Of every ten 
peasants three or four belonged to this category. One or perhaps 
two were kulaks employing hired labour, enlarging their farms, 
and trading with the town. Five out of the ten were poor 

* Only one in five oi- six workers was employed in privately owned industry. 
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peasants, bednyaks, who had carved out for themselves a few acres 
from the landlords’ estates but only rarely possessed a horse or 
farm tools. They hired the horse and the tools from the kulak, 
1‘rom whom they also bought seed or food and borrowed 
money. To pay the debt, the bednyak worked on the kulak’s field 
or let out to him part of his own tiny plot. 

At e\'ery step the realities of rural life came into conflict wdtli 
Bolshevik policy. Lenin’s government had decreed the national¬ 
ization of the land together w ith the expropriation of the land¬ 
lord. In theory and in law the peasants w ere in possession of the 
land w^iihout owning it. I’hey w’erc forbidden to sell and to rent 
it. The Bolshexiks had hoped to curb inequality in this way and 
to prev(mt the growth of rural capitalism. Slowly but surch' 
life overlapped these barriers. In innumerable daily transactions, 
which no administration could trace, land passed from hand to 
hand; and capitalist n^lationships evolved: the rich grew richer 
and the poor poorer. True, this was only a rudimentary and ex¬ 
tremely crude form of rural capitalism: by the standards of any 
advanced bourgeois society even the Russian kulak w as a poor 
farmer. But such standards were irrekw'ant. That llu* new 
stratification of the peasantry developed on an extremely low' 
economic level did not soften its impact; it sharpened it. The 
possession of a few' horses and ploughs, of a stock oi' grain, and ol' 
a little cash gave to one man more direct power over another 
than the ownership of much more capital may give to anyone 
in a wealthy bourgeois society. Ten years after the revolution 
the wages of the landless farm labourers (who should not be 
confused with the poor peasants) were nearly 40 per cent, less 
than the w\Tgcs the landed gentry had paid them. Their working 
day w as much longer; and their conditions were little better than 
those of slave labour. The old landlord employed many hands 
on his estate whereas the kulak employed only a few'; and .so the 
labourers could not organize against him and defend themselves 
as effectively as they used to organize against the landlord. Tin* 
bednyak w'as sometimes even more exploited and helpless than 
w'as the labourer. 

In these relations there w'cre the makings of a violent social 
conflict; but the conflict could not unfold itself and find ex¬ 
pression. Much as the village poor may have resented the 
kulak’s rapacity, they were utterly dependent on him and could 
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lairly aflbrcl I(j slarid uj) to him. More orten than not the 
wealthy peasant led a submissive village community, diverted 
its resentm(‘iit from himself, and turned it against the town, the 
^vorkcrs, the party agitators and the commissars. 

All thes(! tensions within town and country and between them 
underlay the friction between thi‘ many nationalities of the 
boviet Union. We have seen that friction at work in the transi¬ 
tion lioin war communism to N.E.P. and have heard Lenin 
castigating the dzerzhymorda^ the vile Russian bureaucrat, as tin* 
cliiel'culpri t. \Vi th tli<* years matters grew worse. The ever stricter 
centralization of government automatically favoured the Rus¬ 
sian against the Lkrainian, the Byelorussian, and the Georgian, 
not to s])eak of the more primitive nationalities and tribes ol* 
Soviet Asia, (ireat Russian chauvinism emanating from Mos¬ 
cow i xciled and i^xaccabatcd local nationalisms in the outlying 
I (‘]mi)lics. Tin* kulak and tlie N.K.P.-incn were nationalists by 
instinct. In Russia |)roper thtw wert* Great Russian chauvinists. 
In the other republics tlu'v WTre anti-Russian nationalists. The 
intelligentsia were extrt'inely susceptil^le to the prevalent moods. 
Among industrial workers internationalism was on the wane. 
The working class was reconstituting itself and growing in size 
by absorljing 1‘resh ('lernents from the country, elements who 
brought with them into the factories all of the peasants’ political 
inclinations, a. distrust ol’ things l()reign and intense regional 
loyalties. 

Every now and then the tensions snapijed. In the autumn of 
1924 a peasant rising swept Georgia and was quelled in blood. 
Less violent but mor(‘ jR-rsislent signs of the peasantry’s antagon¬ 
ism to the government showed themselves everywhere. In the 
elections to the Soviets which look place in March 1925 over 
two-thirds of the electorate abstained from voting in many rural 
districts; and the government had to order new elections. There 
was a sporadic agitatic^n for indep«*ndciit peasant Soviets. Here 
and llu*re energetic and politically minded kulaks furthered 
their interests and ambitions through the existing Soviets and 
even through the rural party cells. There were many scattered 
acts of terrorism in villages. Party agitators sent from the lowm 
were clubbed to death. ‘Worker correspondents’ reporting to 
newspapers on the exploitation of farm labourers were lynched. 
'I'he strong farmer had used to the full the opportunities N.E.P. 
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had offered liim; and now he felt constricted by its limitations 
and sought openly or sui reptitiously to remove' them. He pressed 
for higher food prices, for the licence to sell and lent land, for 
unrestricted freedom to hire labour, in a word for a ‘neo- 
X.E.P.\ 

All this Ibreshadowcd a national crisis which might be 
delayed for a couple of years only to become more dangerous 
later on. 'fhe ruling jxarty had to se(*k a solution. V(‘l ilu' party 
Itself was increasingly affected by lh(' cleavagi'S that rent the 
nation. Three major currents ol‘ Bolshevik ojiinion ilirmed in 
1925. The party and its Old Guard split into a right and a hdt 
wing and a centre. 'I’he division was in many respects new. In 
none of the many earlier i'actional struggles had thc're been any¬ 
thing like it. Never before had the dividing lines been so clear 
cut and stable. Factions and groups had sprung into lieing and 
vanished together with the issue's which had given rise 10 
their differences. Alignments had changed with controversies. 
Opj)onents in one dis]DUte joincxl hands as friends in the next dis¬ 
pute, and vice versa. The factions and groups had not sought to 
})erpetuate themselves and had had no rigid organization or 
discipline of their own. 'J’his state of affairs liad begun to change 
since the Kronstadt rising; but it was only now that the change 
became complete and universal. From the Politbureaii and the 
(Icntral Committee down to the rank and file the party was 
torn, although lower down the differences remained unex¬ 
pressed. Not only wc'rc the issues which caused the division 
largely new; now and fateful was above all its finality. 

What was sometimes startling was the manner in which iiu'ii 
regrouped themselves and took up new" positions. As in any poli¬ 
tical movement, so among the Bolsheviks some p(M)pIe had al¬ 
ways been inclined towards moderation; others liacl shown a 
propensity to radicalism, and still others had been habitual 
trimmers. In the present regroupnu'nt many remained true to 
character. Rykov and Tomsky, for instance, who had always 
been far from the Left Communists, quite naturally found their 
place at the head of the new" right. Most of the trimmers, 
especially the professional managers of the party machine, took 
up positions in the centre. Of the persistent radicals some had 
already joined the Workers’ Opposition, the Decemists, or the 
Trotskyists; others had still to decide where they stood. But 
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Strange and unexpected conversions also occurred. Under the 
pressure of new circumstances and difficulties and after much 
heart-searching, some Bolsheviks, among them the most emi¬ 
nent lead('rs, abandonc'd accustomed attitudes or postures and 
assumed new ones whicli appc'ared to n(\gate all that they had 
hitherto stood for. Men burnt the things they had worshipped 
and worship|)«*d the things they had burnt. 

In part the n('w dilfercrnces resulted from the fact that some 
of the grouy)s and individuals exercised power while others 
did not. Many a Left (lommunist who had been in office for 
seven or eight years, had wieldt‘d great innu(!n(:e, and enjoyed 
the pri\ ilegcs ol’|)ower, came to approach public affairs from the 
ruh'r's view])oint, not from that of'the ruled. On the other hand, 
a 'moderate'’ Bolshevik, wlio had lived all these years among iht\ 
masses and shai cd their experience's, willy-nilly voiced their dis¬ 
illusionment and s]}ok(‘ like* an ‘ultra-le(t’. There were also other 
causes lor realignnu'iit. Under the single-party system the 
l)roadci' class antagonisms which we have just surveyed could 
find no legitimate political expression; and so they found an 
illegitimate and indirect (‘xpression within the single party, 
^Vcalthy I'arm(‘rs could not send their representatives to Mos¬ 
cow to stale claims and deinaiids bef()re any national assembly 
t»r tf) act as pressure grouj^s. Workers could not hope that their 
nominal dejuilies would \oicc their grievances freely and fully. 
^'<^l e\ ery social class and group exercised its pressure in non¬ 
political Ibrms. 'I'he wealthy peasants controlled the stocks of 
grain on ^^hi( h the piwisioning of the urban population de- 
l)ended: G io per cent, of the farmers produced more than half 
of the marketable grain surpluses. This gave them a potent 
weajion: by withholding supplies they periodically created acute 
food shortage's in the towns. Or else they refused to buy over¬ 
priced industrial goods; and stocks of unsold goods piled up in 
factory yards and warehouses. Symptoms of overproduction 
thus app(*arcd in a ce)imtry which really suffered from iinder- 
prodiiclion. 'J’he workers were sullen and inefficient and sought 
to quell their despair with vodka. Wild and widespread drunk¬ 
enness made friglitliil ravages in popular health and morale. 
Hard as the party tried to neutralize the conflicting social pres¬ 
sures, and to isolate itself from them, it was not immune. Food 
shortages and stocks of unsold industrial goods rudely awakened 
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its members to realities. Some Bolsheviks were inore sensitive fo 
the workers^ demands; others were more susceptible to the pres¬ 
sure from the peasants. The great clea\'age between tOAvn and 
country tended to reproduce itself within tin* party and within 
its ruling circle. 

It was several years since Zinoviev had spoken ol* the ‘un¬ 
conscious Mensheviks' who could be found side by sidi' with the 
•genuine' Leninists witliiii the Bolshevik party and who formed 
in its ranks a potential party of their own. Evc'ii more im})ortant. 
it now turned out, was the potential party of'unccniscious Social 
Revolutionaries’. The authentic Social Rcvolutionai ics, like llic 
Narodniks, their political forebears, had been distinguished b\ 
their bias in favour of the muzhiks, among whom they l efu ' il 
to make any class distinctions, whom they tr(‘atcd neither as 
kulaks nor as bedmahs^ whom tliey glorified as land labourers at 
large, whose interests lht*y n^fused to subordinate to those* of 
the industrial workers, and in whose striving for ])rivate property 
they saw nothing incompatible with socialism. Woolly in their 
theories and addicted to sentimental generalities, the Social 
Revolutionaries had represented an agrarian antithesis to the 
(’olloctivism of the urban proletariat, a qiiasi-physiocratic 
variety of socialism. It was only natural that such an ideology 
should exercise a powerful influence in a nation Ibur-lifths of 
which lived on the land and by it. Lhe Bolslu viks had sii])- 
pressed the party that had expounde d this ideology, but they 
had not destroyed the interests, the emotion, and the mood that 
had animated it. That emotion and that mood now invaded 
their own ranks. There, in an environment traditionally hostile 
to Narodnik ideas, the mood could not be expr(*ssed in custom¬ 
ary terms. It refracted itself through the prism ol'the Marxist 
tradition and came to be voiced in Bolsh(*vik terms. This trend 
had received a strong impulse from the anti-Trotskyist cam¬ 
paign, in the course of wduch the triumvirs sought to discredit 
Trotsky as the muzhik’s enemy. 7 'he accusation was partly a 
cold-blooded invention; but it also summed up a real feeling. 
Subsequently the neo-Narodnik trend gained in strength until, 
during the present pause in the struggle against Trotskyism, it 
led to the emergence of the new right wing in the party. 

The man who came forward as the inspircr, theorist, and 
ideologue of the right was Bukharin. His appearance in this role 
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was something of a puzzle. Ever since the peace of Brest Litovsk 
he had been tlie chief spokesman of Left Communism, rigidly 
committed to a ‘strictly proletarian’ viewpoint. He had de- 
nounci'd aggressively Lenin’s ‘opportunism’, opposed Trotsky’s 
army <liseipline, and defended the non-Russian nationalities 
against Stalin. 'Lhen, early in 1923, he had sympathized with 
Trotsky’s radical ideas. In the years 1924-5, however, his name 
b(!came the symbol of incKleration, ‘ojjportunism’, and of the 
penchant lor th<* \N ell-to-do peasant. The conversion was by no 
jneans liirtuilous. Bukharin's Left Communism had been based 
on his expectation of early revolution in Europe, the prospect 
on which all Bolshevik leaders had staked much, but perhaps 
7ione as much as Bukharin. All had seen in European revolution 
Russia’s cscapi' liom her poverty and backwardness. None had 
belieNcd that with a small working class surrounded by many 
niiilions of property-loving peasants they could advance far to¬ 
wards the socialist goal. Least of all had Bukharin believed it. 
With < ager enthusiasm he had looked to the Western workers to 
rise, overthrow their bourgeoisie, and stretch out helping hands 
to Russia. 1 lehad sun ounded those Western workers w’ith a halo 
of rcN'olutionary itlealization and e.xaggerated beyond all mea¬ 
sure their class consciousness and militancy. He had rejected the 
Brest Litovsk peace with the utmost indignation, because he was 
ali aid that the sight of Bolshevik Russia bowing to the Hohen- 
/.ollerns might discourage and demoralize the Europ<‘an work¬ 
ing classes, and that Bolshevism cut off from the latter and left 
.'done with the Russian pea-santry would find itself in an 
impasse. 

Bukharin now found that Bolshevism was indeed left alone 
with the Russian peasantry. He ceased to count on revolution 
in the West. Together with Stalin he proclaimed ‘socialism in a 
single countr)’’. ^\’ith the same assuiancc with which he had 
hitherto spoken of the imminent collapse of world capitalism, 
he now’ diagnosed its ‘.stabilization’. From this new angle he 
look a fresh look at the dtwnestic scene. He could not humanly 
accept the conclusion to w’hich his w'hole earlier reasoning 
poinleil: that the Russian Revolution was in a blind alley. He 
concluded instead that, as the Western workers had failed as 
allies, Bolshevism must acknowledge that the muzhiks were its 
only true friends. He turned towards them tvith the same feivour. 
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the same hope, and the same capacity for idealization with 
which he had hitherto looked to the European proletariat. It is 
true that under Lenin’s inspiration the party had always culti¬ 
vated ‘the alliance of workers and peasants’. But never since 
1917 had the Bolsheviks offered friendship to the wealthy 
farmer; and Lenin had always treated the middle and even tlu* 
poor peasants as ‘vacillating allies’, whom the lure of property 
might turn into enemies. So difficult and uncertain an alliance 
now failed to reassure Bukharin. He wished to base the alliance 
on what seemed a wider and firmer foundation. He hoped to 
persuade his comrades that they ought to appeal to the peasantry 
at large and cease playing the poor muzhik against the rich, and 
that they ought even to stake their hopes on the ‘strong farmer'. 
This amounted to the abandonment of class struggle in rural 
Russia. Bukharin himself, inhibited by old habits ol'mind or by 
tactical motives, shrank liom drawing all these conclusions; but 
they were drawn for him and made explicit by his disci})U‘S, 
Maretsky, Stetsky, and other young 'red professors', who ex¬ 
pounded the nco-Narodnik or neo-Popiilist ideas in the univer¬ 
sities, the propaganda departments, and the press. 

Bukharin was guided by more practical (onsiderations as 
well. Within the framework of N.E.P., the Bolshevik 'alliance' 
W'ith the poor peasants against the rich had yielded few , if any, 
positive results, I'hc pcjor peasants, and even the middle ones, 
could not feed the towns. They produced, at best, just enough 
to feed themselves. 'Lhe well-being and even the survival of tin- 
urban W'orkers depended on the small minority of wealthy 
farmers. These were, of course*, (-ager to se ll their goods; but 
they sold in order to grow- wxalthier, not just to survive. Their 
bargaining position was extremely strong. Indeed, n(‘v(‘r before 
had the dependence of the towm on the country been so on(*- 
sided, so brutal, so naked. Government and party could not 
improve matters by vexing and incommoding the kulaks and 
inciting the poor against them. Pestered with requisitions and 
price controls, fretful at the restrictions on the sale and renting 
of land and on the employment of labour, the kulak ploughed 
less, reaped less, and sold less. I'hc government had either to 
break his strength or to allow him to accumulate wealth. Not a 
single group within the party suggested that the kulaks be dis- 
])ossessed—to all groups the expropriation of millions of farmers 
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was still inconcdvable and from a Marxist viewpoint im¬ 
permissible.* 

Then* was tlK'i'c'forc a peculiar realism and consislenc)' in 
Bukharirfs conclusion that the party must allow the wc^aithv 
farmer to grow wealthier. 'J'Ik* piir])ose of N.K.P., he argued, 
was to use private (uiterprise in Russia’a reconstruction; but 
private enterprise could not be (‘X])(‘cted to play its part unless 
it obtaiiK'd its r(‘wards. 'fhe overriding interest of socialism lay 
in increasing national W(*alth; and that interest would not be 
harmed if groups and individuals grew wealthier together with 
the nation—on the contrary, by filling their own coffers they 
would enrich society as a whole. This was the reasoning which 
induced Bukharin to address to the ]H*asants his famous appeal: 
'Enrich yourselves!’ 

W'hat Bukliarin ONcrlooked was that the wealthy peasant 
sought to enrich himself at the expense of other classi\s: he paid 
low wages to the labourtTS, squeezed thc^ ])()or fiirmers, bought 
up their land, and tri(*d to charge' them and the urban wwkers 
higher ].)rices Ibj- food. He dodgt'd taxation and sought to pass its 
l)urd<'n on to th(' poor.- He strove' to accumulate capital at the 
expense of iIk* state and then'by slowc'd dow-n accumulation 
w ithin the socialist st'ctoi of the economy. Bukharin dwxlt on 
that part c»('the social ]Mcture in which tin' interests of the differ¬ 
ent class('s and groups and of the various 'sectors' w ere seen as 
coinph'meiitary and as according with one another so that 
kulak, bednyak, wc'rkcr, factory manager, and even N.E.l\-man, 
all apjx'ared as a happy IkuuI olbrotlu'rs. This asj)('ct of the pic¬ 
ture w^as real enough, but it formed oru' part of it only. He over¬ 
looked the other part, where all was discord and conflict and 
where the band of brothers turned into a pack of enemies sei’k- 
ing to cut one another's throats. A Bolslu'vik Bastiat, he extolled 

* Since; ai Irasl ui per rent, of llir iwnity-odcl iiiiJlioii fannslciuls ]>donp:cd 1(» 
ttie kulaks, dispossession would Iiavo ai <»nco atlrdcd Ix'twrfu two anti thrtv* 
tiiillinn holdings, rven il flu* rniddlr peasants had hfon sparrd. The upper layer ol 
die uiiddJr ptrasantry was olteii indistiiiguisliahle from the kulaks and so the 
mnnlier of thost' affected would Iiave heen iinu h larger in any east*. 

^ U’he single ai^rirultural tax then in fort e favoured the kulak. 'Phe bedmuk who 
let tnil to the kulak part of his own holtliiip, in tircler to obtain the horse and llie tools 
with which to cultixate the oilier i>art, paitl as a rule the land tax on die plot 
yielded to the kulak, ludirect taxation was becoming more and inoic important 
in the Soviet budget and, as always, il fell heavier on the poor than on the well- 
lo-do. 
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les harmonies economiques of So\aet society under N.E.P. and 
prayed that nothing should disturb those harmonies. He prayed 
from the heart because he had a strong premonition of the 
furies that would descend upon the land with the ‘liquidation 
of the kulaks as a class’. 

'rhe first major controversy in which Bukharin developed his 
ideas was one where Preobrazhensky, the 'Frotskyisl, was his 
oppoiK'nt. 'rrolskyisrn, with iis purely Marxist emphasis on 
class conflict and class antagonism and on the jM'imacy ol‘ the 
socialist interest vis-a-ris th(' private*, \\as the obvious antithesis 
to the neo-Populist attitude; and within th(rir respe<:ti\e groups 
the two co-authors of the A,BXL of (inmmnnwn represi'nied tlut 
opposed poles of Bolshex ik thought. The controversy developed 
before the end of the year 1924, when Preol)razhensky ])ub- 
lishcd fragments of his New Economks. 

Preobrazhensky based his whole argument on the imperative* 
need for rapid industrialization—on that hung the* whoh* future 
of Russia’s socialist regime. Because ol its backwardness, the 
U.S.S.R. could industrialize fmly by m(‘ans of primitive 
socialist accumulation. Contrary to Bukliarin’s assumptions this 
was by definition antagonistic to private accumulation. Inter¬ 
nationally, the cont(*st between capitalism and socialism would 
be decided by the relative wTallh, efficiency, and cultural 
strength of the two systems, Russia had entered the contest with 
an antiquated, ess(*ntially pre-industrial structure. She could 
not afford any ‘free competition’ w-ith Western ‘rnonopedy 
capitalism’. She had to adopt a ‘socialist monopolism’ and slick 
to it until her productive fbrc(*s had reached the* level already 
attained by the strongest capitalist nation, the United States.* 
(Preobrazhensky argued that even if Russia had not stood aIon(* 
and if the whole of Europe had overthrown capitalist rule, the* 
whole of Europe would still have to engage*, albeit far less 
Ibrcibly and for a shorter time, in primitive socialist accumula¬ 
tion, because its productive resources would be inferior to lltos(* 
of American capitalism.) 

What is the essence, he asked, of primitive socialist accumula¬ 
tion? In an underdeveloped country, socialist industry by itself 
cannot produce the sinews of rapid industrialization. Its profits 
or surpluses can make up only a part, and a small one at that, of 

' E. A. Preobrazhensky, Noiaya Ekorvmika^ vol. i, part i, pp. 101 40. 



AN INTERVAL 


235 

the required accumulation fund. The rest must be obtained 
li'om what would otherwise have gone into the wages fund and 
I’rom the profits and incomes earned in the private sector of the 
(‘conomy. (To put it in Keynesian terms, the savings of the 
nationalized industry are far too small in relation to investment 
needs and so private savings must provide the nationalized in¬ 
dustry with the major portion of its investment capital.) The 
needs of accuimilation in the socialist sector set thercibre rather 
nanow limits to yorixate accumulation; and the government 
must iini)os(‘ lh(‘ limits. The workers’ state is com])elled in a 
sense to ‘ex])loil' the |)easantry during this period of transition. 
It cann(Jt ])ander to consumer interests; it must ];)ress on with 
the development of heavy industry in the first instance. The 
resulting ndative shortage of consumer goods implies diflerent 
le\ i'ls ol'consum|)tion for various social groups, material privi¬ 
leges ibr administrators, technicians, scientists, skilled workers, 
and others. Repugnant though this inequality may be, it does 
not jirodiK'c ik'W class antagonisms. The j^rivileged bureaucrac.y 
does not form a new social class. Discrepancies in the earnings 
r^f bureaucrats and workers are not diifercnt in kind and social 
impoi't li'om ‘normaf difference's in the wages of skilled and un¬ 
skilled workers. 'I'liey amount to inec|uality within one and the 
same class, not to an antagonism between hostile classes. Such 
inequality must and can disappear only with the growth ol* 
social W(*alth and universal education which should blur and 
twentually abolish llu- distinction between skilled and unskilled 
labour, and between manual work and brain work. In the mean¬ 
time ‘we should take the y^roductionist and not the con- 
sumptionist }3oint of view. . . . VVe do not live yet in a socialist 
society with its production for the consumer. \Vc are only in the 
period of ]3rimitive socialist accumulation - wc live under the 
iron heel of the law of that accumulation.’* 

In this transition era the workers’ state has already forfeited 
advantages y)(Tuliar to capitalism but does not yet benefit from 
the advantages of socialism. This is ‘the most critical era in the 
life of the socialist state... it is a matter of life and death that we 
should rush through this transition as quickly as possible and 
reach the point at which the socialist system works out all its 
advantages. . . Preobrazhensky did not suggest that during 

* Ibid., f). 240. ‘ Ibid., p. (3;^. 
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the transition industrial wages and peasant incomes should 
actually be depressed (as they were in the Stalin era). What he 
meant and said was that as a result of intensive accumulation the 
national income would grow rapidly and that with it should rise 
the earnings of workers and peasants; but these would rise h'ss 
rapidly so that a high proportion of the national income could 
be earmarked for investment. 

He maintained that the ‘law’ of accumulation asserted itsell 
as an ‘objectn c force’, comparable in some respects to the ‘laws' 
ol'capitalism which determined the economic behaviour of men 
regardless of whether they were aware oi* unaware of those hnvs 
and regai clless also of their own ideas and intentions. The law 
ofprimiih t' sc^cialist accumulation would eventually compel the 
managers of the nationalized industry, i.e. the party h^adt'i s, to 
embark upon intensive industrialization, no matter lunv re¬ 
luctant they w( re to do so. For the time being many of them 
received with apprehension and even aversion the ])roposition 
that the state-owned industry must, in order to expand, absorb 
resources frorsi the private sector, and gradually socialize it and 
transform many millions of* scattered, tiny, and unproductive 
farmsteads into large-scale and mechanized productrs’ co¬ 
operatives. However, tlu! ‘subjective views’ of those responsible 
for the conduct of economic affairs need not be of decisive im¬ 
portance: ‘the present structure of our slate-owned economy 
often proves itself to be more progressive than our entire system 
of economic leadership’.^ The new bureaucracy miglit l esist tlie 
logic of the transition epoch; but it would have to act on it. 
Preobrazhensky still assumed that revolution would spn'ad to 
western Europe in not too remote a future. Even so, the problem 
of primitive accumulation ‘would stand in the centre of f)ur 
attention for tw'o decades, at the very least’.’ It has stood there 
for nearly four decades, and it still does so. 

7 >otsky did not shares Pic obnazhensky’s views fully, altlK)ugh 
the basic idea was common to them both. He refrained, 
howa'ver, fiojn engaging in any public discussion of* the 
differences. He did not wish to embarrass Preobrazhensky who 
soon came under seven* attack. At the moment their difl’erences 
w^ere of no political consequence—only four years later, after 
Trotsky’s and Preobrazhensky’s banishment from Moscow, were 

’ E. A. Prrol)razhcnsky,AVY^w/iX:on<J7nfA:<7, vol.ijpar! i,p. ift.j. * Ibid.,p. 254. 
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tlu7 to acquirr sie^nificance and to contribute to a painful 
l>rcach. 

’J'he very abstract manner in which Preobrazhensky pre¬ 
sented his argument hardly appealed to 'JVotsky. He hiinseli' 
approached the same problem more empirically, though also 
less methodically. With the scholar’s utter indifference to tac¬ 
tics, Preobrazhensky, when he dwelt on the necessity lor the 
urKl(‘rdevcloped workers’ state to ‘exploit lh(‘ peasantry’, 
offered a handle to anli-'l rotskyist j)ropagandist.s. True, he 
spoke ol’ (‘xploitation only in the strictly theoretical sense in 
which the Marxist speaks of the exploitation by capitalism ot‘ 
even the best-paid workers on the ground that th(‘y produce* 
more value than their wages re])resent. He argued that, in the 
exchange between the two sectors of the economy, the socialist 
sector would take out of the private one mort* value than it 
would ])ut into it, although with the growth of the national in¬ 
come the mass of value would grow in the private sector too. 
Oflicial critics, however, seized on the provocative plirase about 
exploitation, gave it the \ ulgar meaning, and so twisted it that 
Preobrazhensky was undt'rstood to say that the impov(*rish- 
inent and degradation of the peasantry were necessary con¬ 
comitants of accumulation. He tried to correct himself 
and Svithdri'w’ the unlbrtunale phrase. The correction made 
matters worse: it suggested that the critics had not be(‘n quite 
wrong. 

It will b(* remembered that at the twelfth congress, when 
Trotsky spokt'. about primitive socialist accumulation, Krasin 
asked whether this might not imply exploitation of the pea¬ 
santry; and that Trotsky then jumped to his feet to deny it.* 
Preobrazhensky now posed the same question and answered it 
in the aflirmative. On internal evidence, the answ er w^as too 
blunt and too rigid for Trotsky. He, at any rate, rctused to com¬ 
mit himself to the view that the peasantry would have, as a rule, 
to foot the bill ol'primitiv'C accumulation from bc'ginning to cnd.^ 
Nor did Trotsky advocate a pace of industrialization as forced 
as that which Preobrazhensky expected. There were even 
deeper differences between them. Preobrazhensky, for all his 

' Sre pj). 

^ In the ch'batc* Ihihhariii undrriinwl this ilitFi'mice hetwren IkiIsav aixi 
Preobrazhensky. Bukharin, Kritika Ekonomicheskoi Plat/ormy Oppozilsiif p. 5C. 
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references to international revolution, constructed his theorem 
in such a way that it implied that primitive socialist accumula¬ 
tion might be concluded by the Soviet Union alone or perhaps 
by the Soviet Union in association with oiIkt underdeveloped 
nations. This prospect appeared unreal to Trotsky, who did not 
see how the Soviet Union alone could raise itsell'to the industrial 
height attained by the West; and it was a prospect which created 
an opening for an intellectual reconciliation with ‘socialism in a 
single country’. Nor could Trotsky agree with Preobrazhensky 
about the •objective force’ or logic of primitive accumulation 
which would impose itself on tlur party leaders and make them 
its agents, regardless of what they thought and intended. This 
was a view which must have appeared to Trotsky to be too 
rigidly deterministic, even fatalistic, and to rely too much on 
the automatic development of socialism and too little on the 
consciousness, the will, and the action of fighting nu'n. 

These were still platonic dilferences, howt‘ver, containing 
only the seed of political disagreement. Even if Trotsky thought 
that Preobrazhensky had overstated the case lor industrializa¬ 
tion, it was still the same case that they were' both ch'fending. 
If he held that Preobrazhensky had shown loo little ])olitical 
tact in dealing with the peasantry, he himself was just as 
critical as Preobrazhensky of the official pandering to the strong 
I'armcr. In abstraction, tlic theorem of the New Kcotwinics might 
have envisaged the transition to socialism within a single in¬ 
dustrially underdcvelo])ed nation-state. Yet, politically, Preo¬ 
brazhensky held no brief for socialism in a single tountry. 
Finally, much though he trusted the laws of accumulation to 
prevail over the economic conservatism of the party leaders, he 
did not rely solely on the working of those laws—he was still a 
lighter calling on Bolsheviks to do their duty and not wait until 
necessity drove them to do it. Trotsky ther(‘forc watched Preo¬ 
brazhensky’s controversies sympathetically, if with reserve. 

Bukharin attacked the whole of Preobrazhensky’s conception 
as ‘monstrous’.* He made the most of the dictum about the 
exploitation of the peasantr)". If Bolsheviks were to act on 
Preobrazhensky’s ideas, he stated, they would destroy the 
workers’ alliance with the peasantry and would demonstrate 
that the proletariat (or those who ruled in its name) had become 

’ Bukharin, Kritika Ekommicfuskvi Platformy Oppozitsii^ p. 21. 



AN INTERVAL 


239 

;i new exploitinc; class, seeking to perpetuate its dictatorship. 
State-owned industry could not and must not expand by 
'devouring' tlie private sector ol’the economy —on the contrary, 
only by leaning on it could it achieve any significant progress.* 
In Preobrazhensky's scheme the peasant market played a 
subordinate role: lit* saw the main outlet for the produce of the 
slate-owned industry \vithin that industry itself, in its ever- 
expanding demand for producer goods. Against this Bukharin 
argued that in a country like Russia the peasant market must 
form the basis of industrialization. It was primarily the rural 
demand lor goods that ought to dictat(‘- the ]xice of industrial 
expansion. He was, as he said, afraid of, and alarmed by, the 
‘parasitically rnonoix^lisiic tendencies’ of a state-owned eco¬ 
nomy; and he saw in the peasantry’s unfettered economic 
activity the main, if not tlic only, counterbalance to such ten- 
(hmeies. 

Here, however, Bukharin was caught in a fundamental 
dilemma, for his argument turned against the very essence of 
socialism. \Vhere, he ask('d, if not in llie peasant market, would 
state-o\cu(‘d induslry find 'the stimuli whieh would compel us to 
Tno\'e ahead, which would guarant<*e our progress and replace 
ihe private economic stimulus, tin* stimulus of profit’As 
peasant property ^vas, in the Marxist view, incompatible with 
fully fledged socialism, Bukharin in fact placed a rjuestion mark 
over Marxist socialism at large. He implied that the socialist 
sector could not find within itself any efieetive substitute for 
the profit motive, and .so it had ultimately to tak(‘ the impulse 
for its own progress from the profit motive' wliicli was active in 
the private sector.^ In quasi-Narodnik ihshion Bukharin looked 
to the peasant to save the nation from the monopolistic grip of 
the state-owned economy. He jih'adcd that the peasant should 

* Ibid., p. iG. 

* Frrolira/hfnsky irplifd dial tht: jjirssurc of \vt)rkt rs dci'nidiiig tlifir consumer 
mlcrcsts should iu»»vuk* llic d<’cisive ('ouiiUTbalanc(‘ to the |>arasiiic featurrs of 
a burcauc ralically inaiiai^cd economy. Sucli pressuri* coukl make itscll felt oiil\ 
when the workers were fire lo defend their inleresls against the statt\ that is under 
die conditions of a workers’ democracy. 

The party as a whole, and Bukharin wiUi it, remained committed lo LciiiiCs 
sketchy scheme for the drvelopment of co-operatives in farming. This conmiilmcnl 
did not affect practical policy, liowcrvcr. Preobrazhensky argued that even Lenin’s 
sehenie w'as inadequate because its emphasis was not on producers’ co-operatives, 
but on other less important forms of co-operation. 
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not iTicrdy be allowed to thrive on his farm, but that the pea¬ 
sant's needs should determine the pace of the nation's advance 
towards socialism. Und(T such circumstances the acK'ance would 
be slow, even very slow; but that could not be helped: . . we 
shall move ahead by tiny, liny steps, pulling behind us our large 
peasant cart.'* There was perhaps more of'lolstoy than of Marx 
in this image of Russia's advance; and nothing could contrast 
with it more than Preobrazhensky's: '\Vc must go through this 
iransitiori as quickly as possible. . . . We arc under the iron heel 
of the law of primili\ c accumulation.* Here were two irrecon¬ 
cilable programmes. 

As long as two theorists conducted the argument in more or 
less esot(‘ric language, it did not generate much heal outside 
narrow circl(‘s. But it was inevitable that the issues should be 
taken up in more i)opular foim and move into the centre ol‘ a 
wid(T political dt‘bate. It was not the I roiskyisi Op{)osition, re¬ 
duced to silence and dis})erscd as it was, that took them up in 
the first instance, 'fhe strongest reaction against Bukharirfs nt'o- 
Populism, liis Svooing’ of the strong fanner and his virtual 
reconciliation with Russia's industrial backwardness, came from 
Leningrad. It was mainly in the party organization of that city, 
led by Zinoviev, that a new left was forming itself as counter¬ 
part to the new right. Leningrad had remained the most pro¬ 
letarian of Soviet cities. It had the strongest Marxist and 
I.eiiinist traditions. Its workers felt more acutely than anyone 
else the need lor a bold industrial policy. U’hc city’s engineering 
plants and shipyards, starved of iron and sU;el, were idle. Less 
than anyone else could the Leningraders agree that the muzhiks 
should dictate the tempo of industrial reconstruction. Less than 
anyone could they reconcile themselves to the prospect that they 
were to move ahead only slowly and drowsily di ag along the 
huge and heavy peasant cart. All the antagonism of urban 
Russia to the inert conserv atism of rural Russia was focused in 
the old capital. The party organization, although it was man¬ 
aged in a bureaucratic manner and had long ceased to be 
representative of the workers, could not help reflecting in some 
measure the prevalent discontents. Its organizers and agitators 
had to deal with vast numbers of unemployed and became in¬ 
fluenced by their resentments and impatience. The popular 
* Bukharin, Krilika Ekonomichiskoi Platformy Oppozitsii, p. 9. 
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mood inlicted various grades of the parly hierarchy on the spot 
and iniiM'lled tliem to make a stand against the new right. 
Throughout most of 1925 Zinoviev led the attack against 
Bukliarin s schor)]. 1 he wlioh* Northern Commune was aroused, 
'i’he Comsomol passionately threw itself into tlur struggle; and 
the j)r(*ss of* Leningrad opened a barrage. 

At the same time a new rif/appeared in the Politbureau. 
Once th(‘ iriuinvii s had defeated 'J’rotsky and removed him from 
the Commissariat of AVar, the bonds of their solidarity snapped. 
Molotov related al'lerwards that the discord began in January 
J925 when Kamenev proposed that Stalin should lake Trot¬ 
sky's j)lace at the Commissariat of War. According to Molotov, 
Kanu'mrv and Zinovie\’ hoped in this way to oust Stalin from 
the (General Secrdariai.* (Much (arlier, as early as October 
J923, Zinovit'v and Kamenev had toyed with this idea and had 
even sounded 1 roisky. lie, however, saw no advantage then in 
joining hands witli Zinoviev, whom he njgarded as the most 
viciotis of* his adversaries.-) Stalin himself tract's the beginning 
of this eondict to the end of the )ear 1924, when Zinoviev pro¬ 
posed 'J'rotsky's expulsion from tiu' party and Stalin rejjlied that 
he was against ‘chopping olF heads and blood letting’.^ When 
i Volsky leh the Commissariat, Zinoviev proposed that he should 
b(‘ assigned to a minor job in the management of the leathiT 
industry; and Stalin j)ersuad(*d the Politbureau to make a less 
humiliating appoinlnu'nl. In a piqiK*, Zinoviev appealed to the 
l.eningracl organization, charging Stalin and other Politbureau 
UK'nibers with a leaning (or 'JVotsky and with being 'semi- 
i rotskyists' themselves. 

In tlu'Si* })etly inanrruvres, however, no divergencies over 
policy had as yci shown themselves. Only in the last week of 
April 1925 did members of the Central Committee notice signs 
ol' a jjolitical breach between the triumvirs. In the text of a 
! esolution prepared for the forthcoming party conference, Stalin 
intended to proclaim socialism in a single country. He had 

* Stx /./ iVif :/y i'hP (h), j). 414. 

\'orr.shii( »v\s « lisrii •surc-s aljoul this inaclt' in Ti olsk>'s presence did not meet with 
'IVotsky's denial. Ibid., jip. 9. Zino\iev C(»nfirnu*d them in substance. Ibid., 
PP- 4>4 h. 

’ ‘ ro-day tlics chop ofl onc head, to-morrow another, the day after to-morrow 
still anotliei- who, in tlie end, will be left with us in the parrj'?’ Stalin, Sochitunya, 
vol. vii, pp. 379 fin. 

W TaU; 


R 




THE PROPHET UNARMED 

formulated the idea some months earlier, but now for the first 
time he sought to obtain official sanction for it and to in¬ 
corporate it in party doctrine. Zinoviev and Kamenev objected. 
None of the triumvirs, however, wished to scandalize the party 
by revealing their disunion so soon after their show-down with 
Trotsky, 'riiey hushed up the matter and agreed on an am¬ 
biguous motion w'hich in its opening passages reminded the 
party that Lenin had never been a belicxcr in socialism in a 
single count!*)', and in its conclusion upbraided Trotsky for not 
having been a believer in it either.* With this incongruous text 
in their hands, the triumvirs pr(‘scnted a common front to the 
conference. They still maintained it over derisions ol immediate 
practical importance. The conference voted for an enlargement 
of the freedom of private farming and trade, for a reduction in 
agricultural taxation, for the abolition of restrictions on the lease, 
of land and on the hiring of farm labour. In these decisions lh(‘rc 
showed itself a marked influence of Bukharin’s school of thought. 
None of the leaders objected to them, however, in part because 
all had been alarmed by a bad harvest and all recognized the 
need to offer new incentives to the farmers; and in j)art because 
these resolutions too were framed ambiguously so that am' inter¬ 
preter could make out of them whatever he wished. 

For another four or five months, throughout the summer, the 
dissension among the triumvirs did not come into the open. 
Zinoviev and the Leningraders campaigned only against Bu¬ 
kharin and Rykov, and against the neo-Populist ‘red professors’. 
By doing so they helped Stalin to consolidate his position. The 
Politbureau still consisted of these seven members: Stalin, 
Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky. 
The leaders of the new right, Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky, al¬ 
lied themselves with Stalin and with him formed the majority. 
The arithmetic of the Politbureau vote was so plain that had 
Zinoviev and Kamenev been eager only to oust Stalin, they 
would have sought to make common cause with Bukharin 
rather than attack him. They acted as they did because in 
this situation matters of conviction and fundamental differences 
were more important to them than calculations of personal 
advantage. 

Meantime the crisis in the country deepened. The concessions 
* KPSS V Rezolutsyakh, vol. ii, pp. 46-50; Popov, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 239. 
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made to the strong farmers failed to appease them. In the 
Slimmer the deliveries of grain fell far below expectation. The 
government was suddenly compelled to stop the export of grain 
and to cancel ordeis placed abroad for machinery and raw 
materials which ^vere to be paid with the proceeds. Industrial 
i'ecov(‘ry suffered a severe if temporary set-back. Food became 
scarce in the to\vns and the price of biead went up. The party 
leaders had to consider anew what should be done to ease the 
tension bctwe(‘n town and country. Bukharin urged the Polit- 
biireau to offer the farmers further concessions and new in¬ 
centives .it w'as at this tinn* that he wound up one of his appeals 

to the. peasants with the call: 'Enrich yourselves!’ He insisted 
on the need to do away at last with the restrictions that ham¬ 
pered the accumulation of capital in lanning. To those who wer(‘ 
outraged by his demand and afraid of the kulak, he replied: ‘As 
long as we are in tatters, . . . the kulak may defeat us ccono- 
ruieally. But he will not do so if we enable him to deposit his 
savings in our banks. We shall assist him, but he will also assist 
us. Eventually the kulak’s grandson will be grateful to us for our 
]ia\ ing treated his grandfather in this way.’^ Bukharin’s disciples 
again dotted the i’s, spoke of the advent of the nco-N.E.P., and 
elaborated the vi('w that it should be possible to integrate 
l)oaccfully the well-to-do farmer into socialism. One of them, 
Bogushevsky, argued in the Bolshevik, the Central Committee’s 
policy paper, that the kulak was no longer a social force to be 
reckoned with - he was a mere bogy, a ‘phantom’, or a ‘de¬ 
crepit social type of which only a few specimens have survived’.^ 
Leningrad replied with an outcry of indignation. Its wwkers 
were daily finding fresh proof of the kulak’s strength and striking 
])ower—at their bakers’. At the Moscow Committee Kamenev, 
showing with fresh statistics how dependent the towns had bc- 
c onu! for the bare necessities of life on a small minority of the 
l)easantry, sounded an alarm at the Central Committee’s in¬ 
clination to accept this stale of affairs and to yield even further 
to the clamour for a nco-N.E.P. The Leningraders demanded 
that tlu* parly should make a new' appeal to the poor peasantry' 
against the rich. They pointed out that by its attempts to pro¬ 
pitiate the kulak, the party had antagonized the great mass of 
the poor and middle peasants and enabled the kulaks to become 
* Bolshevik, nr. 8, 1925. * Bolshevik, nw. 9-10, 1925. 
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the virtual leaders of'rural Russia. This was undoubtedly ti iu'.' 
but the weak point in the rrities' arguinrnt was precisely that 
the poor and even ilu* middle peasants did not produce the food 
surpluses the town nettled. More than e\ er \^ as the party hicj ar- 
chy thei-efore afraid of Tanning class struggle in the countrx - 
side' and incurring the kulaks’ hostility. Rural committees 
became wary of organizing farm labom ta s and supporting their 
claims. There was much talk about an inipending K turn of the 
nationalized land into private hands. In Georgia the C'.ommissar 
of Agriculture j)ublishcd ‘theses’, i.o. the draft of a decree, to 
this effect; and similar decree's were cwpected to be promiilgaled 
in the rest of the Caucasus and in Siberia. Stalin himself saw no 
reason why the title-deeds to the land should not be handed 
over to the peasants ‘cv’cn for the duration of'foriy yee.rs’. lie, loo, 
firmly discouraged ‘incitement to class sirugglt' in the (‘oimtry'.’■ 
The controversy now turned from current poliex to tlie larger 
underlying issues. Did we or did we not, the I .eiiingraders asked, 
carry out a proletarian n*volulioii? Are we going to sacri¬ 
fice the vital interests of the workers to those* of the strong 
farmers? What is hap])ening to our pari\’ that makes il abandon 
class struggle in the country and turns it into a ])romoler 
of rural capitalism? AVhat is il that impc'ls our chief iheort li- 
cian to cry out ‘Enrich yourselves!’? Why are so many of 
our leaders resigned and ready to reermcilc thems(*Ives to 
Russia’s backwardness? Where is our j-evolutionary fervour of 
earlier years? The Leningraders eoneluchfl that all they had 
fought for was in jeopardy, that the |)any’s ideals wen* being 
falsified and the Leninist principles abandoned, flicy xvonclered 
whether the revolution had not reached a j)oinl of exliaustion as 
other revolutions, es].)e(:ially the French, had doiu* in their time. 
It was not Zinoviev or Trotsky or arioilua- of the illustrious 
intellectuals but Peter Zalutsky, a sell-lauglil worktT and secre¬ 
tary of' the Leningrad organization, who first camt* out in a 
public speech with a significant analogy between the present 
state of Bolshevism and Jacobinism in decline, and w^ho first 

^ Later in (he year, at the I'aurtecriih con.(<r<^s, itie Stalinist sp<ikcstiien admitted 
the farts. Mikoyan, for instance, declared: ‘\Vc are making great cfforls to regain 
the middlepea.sant who has become the kulak's political prisoner.’ i4Syerjl I 'fi'P (A), 
pp. 188- 9. More euphemistically Molotov stated: ‘At }jresenL we do nut as yet 
truly lead the middle peasant.’ Ibid., p. 476. 

^ Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vii, pp. 123, 173 -81 and passim. 
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raisrcl au alarm about the ‘Thermidorian’ danger that threa- 
icncd llir revolution -wo shall presently find this idea in th(‘ 
\ ery eenlre of all IVotsky's d«*nuncialions of Stalinism J 

Bolshevism, Zalulsky said, might d(*c:ay through its own 
lassitude. Its deslroyers might come liom its own midst, from 
among those ol its own leaders who succuinlied to reactionary 
moods. A c:! \ for the I'oliabilitation of the revolutiem came from 
l.eningiad. l.et our rulers remain loyal to the working class and 
the ideals of socialism! Let equality remain our ideal! 'Lhe 
woi kers' state may be loo poor io make our dream of‘equality 
((nn(‘ but let ii nf)t mock at the dream! 

Of this mood Zinoviex’ made himsell'moutlijiiece. Early in 
September he wrote an essay "'I’lie Philoso|)hy of’the Epoch' 
which the Polill)ure;m allow(‘d him to jiuldisli only after he had 
tleletetl the most provocative pans. ‘Do \ou want to know what 
the mass f)f llu p< oj)l<‘ is dreaming about in our days?’ ran one 
of the ('(‘iisiired passages, 

li is dreaTuing about erjualiiy. . . . If wi: wisli to l)e gnmine moutli- 
|)iercs ((>1* the peo])le, we otight to place ourselves at: the head of its 
struggle i’or e(jiialit\. ... In what name did the working class, and 
behind it th(‘ vast mass nj’ihr people, rise in the great days of Octo¬ 
ber? In what name (iid they follow Lenin into the fire? In what 
name . . . did lh('\ l()!l<»w his banner in llu; first difficult years? . . . 
In the name nl' rcpialiiy. . . 

About the same time /inovie\ also published his book 
l.niimsjn which ( ^)ml)irje(l an interpn'tation of party doctrine 
with a critical surv<*y ofSovict society. Me exposed the conflicts 
and tensions lietwc'cn tlu’ private’ and the socialist sectors and 
pointed out that even in tlie socialist sector there were strong 
elements ol’ ‘stale cajiitalism'. National ownership of industry 
repr(‘S(*jited the element of socialism there; but relations between 
the emi)loyer-state and th<‘ workers, bureaucratic management, 
and differential wages bore tli(‘ marks of capitalism. For the 
first lime /inoNiev hen' eamc’ out with an open critique of 
socialism in a single country. Evt’ii if the So\ iet Union were in 
remain isolatt d Ibr an indefinite time, he maintained, it could 
achieve much progress in building socialism; but, poor and 

* 14 Syr.z/l } h’P (A), pp. i -,() 

‘ riic rcnsnr<r(I pjissagrs wnc: qiu.lcd hy Uglanov at llu' iburlccnlh congress. 
Ibid., ]). Kjy,. 
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backward and exposed to dangers from without and within, it 
could not hope to achieve fidl socialism. It could not raise itself 
economically and culturally above the capitalist ^Vest, abolish 
class differences, and let tlie state wither away. The prospect ol' 
socialism in a single country w'as therefore unreal; and Bol¬ 
sheviks had no need to place belbrc the people such ixfata mor- 
Sana, especially as this w'ould imply the abandonrm-nt of the 
hope for revolution abroad and a break with Leninist inter¬ 
nationalism. Here was the crux of the new division. The n<-w 
right framed its policies in strictly national and isolationist 
terms. The left adhered to the party's internationalist ti adition, 
despite all the defeats that international commnnisni had 
suffered. 

At this stage, in the summer of iy25, Stalin and his followers 
defined their attitude as that of the centre. Partly fnnn con¬ 
viction and partly from opportunist calculation, because he 
depended on Bukharin’s and Rykov’s support, Stalin backed 
the pro-muzhik policy. But he curbed his right-wing allies 
and disavowed their most outspoken statements like Bukha¬ 
rin’s ‘Enrich yourselves!’' Cautious, cunning, and caring not 
a straw for logical and doctrinal niceties, he borrowed ideas and 
slogans from both right and left and combined them often rjuite 
incongruously. In this lay a great part of his strength. He man¬ 
aged to blur every issue and to confuse every debate. To critics 
w'ho attacked him for any of his pronouncements he was always 
able to produce tinothcr statement of his which contained the 
exact opposite. His eclectic formulas wxrc a boon to officialdom 
and to habitual sitters-on-thc-fence; yet they also attracted many 
honest but timid or muddled minds. As in any ‘centrist’ faction, 
so among the Stalinists some leaned to the left and others to 
the right. Kalinin and Voroshilov w*ere close to Bukharin and 
Rykov, while Molotov, Andreev, and Kaganovich were ‘left 
Stalinists’. The differences among liis own supporters also in¬ 
duced Stalin to keep his distance from the right. Only over one 
issue—socialism in a single country—was his solidarity with 
Bukharin complete. 

Early in October the Central Committee considered arrange¬ 
ments for the fourteenth congress which was convened for the 
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end of tlie year. I'our members of the Committee, Zinoviev, 
Kamenev, Sokolnikov, and Krupskaya, came out with a joint 
statement demanding a free debate in which party members 
could speak their minds on all the controversial issues that had 
arisen. With this the two triumvirs gave notice of their intention 
to appi'al against Stalin and Bukharin to the rank and file. 

Sokolnikov did not share all of Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s 
views, .^s Commissar of Finance he had in recent years done his 
utmost to (aiiourage jirivate (enterprise; and many regarded him 
as a pillar ol" the right. But he too had become uneasy o\ er the 
trend of policy and Stalin's growing power; and .so he endorsed 
the demand for a debate. Krupskaya stood firmly behind Zino¬ 
viev and Kameiu'v and encouraged them to divulge to the entire 
party the diflcrcnces in the Politbureau, without mincing mat¬ 
ters. She had not yet reconciled herself to the fact that in dc- 
liance of her husband’s will Stalin had remained General 
Secretary ; and she viewed with hostility the growing influence 
of Bukharin’s school of thought. She had tried to speak out 
against it, but the Politbureau had not allowed her to do so. 
Her voice carried wtaght with party members who knew how 
long and how closely she had been associated with Lenin, not 
only as wife but as secretary and co-thinker. She was now eager 
to testify in favour of Zinoviev’s interpretation of Leninism and 
against socialism in one country. 

In asking for an open debate, the four members acted in 
accordance with statute and custom: the party had never yet 
held a congre.ss without a preliminaiy^ discussion. The Central 
Committee nevertheless refused to allow a debate; and it 
obliged Zinoviev and Kamenev to refrain from any public 
criticism of official policy. The two triumvirs were thus placed 
in the same quandary in which they had prc\iously placed 
Trotsky. To speak up in public was to act against the principle 
of cabinet solidarity which bound them as members of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee and the Politbureau. But not to speak up was 
to act against their own political conscience and interest. While 
they were silent and their followers attacked only the Bukhari- 
nists, Stalin unremittingly worked to dislodge them from power. 
Kamenev had hitherto exercised the dominant influence over 
the Moscow committee. In the course of the summer the General 
Secretariat quietly removed his lieutenants from their posts, and 
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filled the vacancies with reliable supporters of'the nt'w majority. 
In Leningrad, however, Zinoviev and his followers were firmly 
entrenched; and for the time being Stalin could do nothing 
against them. Zinox iev himself had to kin*]) up the pretence of 
the Central Commitle(‘'s unanimity; but his followers wen* free 
to speak. They were all anger and passion; and they were ready 
to carry their attack on ofTu ial policy into full congress. 

Between October and Decembi-r Moscow and la'iiingrad 
were engaged in an intense, bitter, and bai(‘ly concealed tug 
of war. In both capitals the elections ol delegates to the congress 
were rigged; Moscow elected c»nly Stalin's and Bukharin's 
nominees, while all of Leningrad’s dehgates turned out t(» he 
Zinoviev's followers. When three days belim* the opening of tlu* 
congress the Central Committee met again, it was clear that 
nothing could avert an open conllict. Zinoviev and Kamenex' 
had resolved to challenge publicly the official jiolicy report and 
to present their own counter-report. On 18 December, the dax 
the Congress assembh'd, Zinoviev opened the attack and in 
Leningradskqya Pravda thus branded his advtasarics: 

'fhey bandy about loud phrases on international revrhilion; but 
they portniy Lenin as the inspirer of a nationally limited socialist 
revolution. They fight against the kulak; but they ofler tlu* slogan 
‘Enrich yourselves!’ They shout alKiUt socialism, but tliey pn)claiiu 
the Ritssia of N.E.P. as a socialist country. Tlicy ‘beliex e’ in the 
xvorkirig class; but they call the wealthy farmer to come to their aid. 

The exchanges between Bukhaririists and Zinox ie vists Jiad 
gone on for many months now and the conflict between the trium¬ 
virs had been simmering for nearly a year. This, it might havt' 
seemed, w-as the realignment for which 'frolsky had waited, the 
opportunity to act. Yet throughout all this time lu! was aloof, 
silent about tin* issues over which the party divided, and as il' 
unaware of them. Thirteen years later, xvhen In; stood b(‘I’ore 
the Dewey Commission in Mexico, he confessed that at ihi* four¬ 
teenth congress he was astonished to sec Zinoviev, Kam(‘ncv, 
and Stalin clashing as enemies. ‘The explosion w^as absolutely 
unexpected by me’, he said. ‘During the congn-ss I waited in 
uncertainty, because the whole situation changed. It appeared 
absolutely unclear to me.*' 

* 77//? Case nf Lem Trntsky^ I)p. y 2'2 - ;j. 
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'rhis recollection, so many years after the event, may seem 
quite incredible; but it is fully borne out by what its author 
wrote in iinpiiblish(‘d diary notes during the congress its(!lf.> 'i'o 
the Dewey Commission he explained that he was takem by sur¬ 
prise because, although he was a member of the Politburcau, the 
triumvirs had carefully concealed their dissensions from him and 
had thrashed out th(‘ir diff(T(‘nces in his absences within th(‘ 
secret caucus that acted as the real Politbureau. Tlie explana¬ 
tion, although true, explains little. I'or one thing, the crucial 
contnn ersy ov(‘r socialism in a single (‘ountry had already betai 
conducted in public. Trotsky could not have missed its signi¬ 
ficance if he had followe d it. Ho evidently failed to do so. Foj- 
anoth('r, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Krupskaya, and Sokolnikov had 
raised the demand for an open d(‘batc not within a S('crct caucus 
but at tht‘ plenary session of the Central CJommittee, in October. 
But (‘vt n if they had not done so, and even il‘ th(‘ puldic con¬ 
troversy over socialism in a single couniiy had given no in¬ 
dication of till* new' cl<’avag(‘, it would still be something of a 
puzzle how an obserxi i as close, as interested, and as acute as 
'IVotsky could ha\ e remained iinawan^ of llie trend and blind 
to the many onu'ns. l lo>v could he ha\ e be('n deaf to the rum¬ 
blings that had for months been coming Irom Leningrad? 

Mis surprise, we must eonelude, resulted from a failuiv of 
observation, intuition, and analysis. Moreover, it is implausible 
that Radek, Iheobrazliensky, Smirnov, and liis other friends 
sln>uld not have noticed what w^as happening and tliat none of 
them tried to bring matters to Trotsky's attention. Evidently his 
mind remained closixl. He li\’ed as if in another world, wrapped 
up in himself and his ideas. He was up to his eyes in his scientific 
and industrial preoccupations and literary w'ork, wdiich pro- 
tt'cted him to some extent from the frustration to which he was 
exposed. He shunned inner-party aflairs. Full of the sense of his 
superiority and contempt for his oppomuits, and disgusted with 
th<* polemical methods and tricks, he was not interested in their 
doings. lie submitted to the discipline by which they liail 
shackled him, but he held up his head and ignored them. A few- 
years later his biographer was told in Moscow^ that he used to 
appear dutifully at the sessions of the Central Committee, take 
his scat, open a book—most often a French novel" -and become 

' Srr the siiinniary ofthriw* noK's cm pp. '-Jofi-ti. Tlir t<*xl is in 7/u’ Anfiirry- 
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SO engrossed as to take no notice of the deliberations. Even if this 
anecdote was invented, it was well invented: it conveys some¬ 
thing of the man’s temper. He could turn his back on his adver¬ 
saries, but he could not view them with detachment. He was too 
close to them: he saw them as the small men, the rogues, and 
the sharpers that they sometimes were; and lie half forgot that 
they were also the leaders of a great state and party and that 
what they said and did carried immense historic weight. 

Had Trotsky kept his ears open to what the Leningrad(Ts wen' 
saying, he could not have failed to realize at once that they 
were defending the causes lu' himself had defended, and attack¬ 
ing the attitudes he himself had attacked. As oppositionists, they 
started where he had left off. They argued from his premisses; 
they took up his arguments to carry them farther. He had criti¬ 
cized the Politbureaivs lack of initiative, its neglect of industry, 
and its excessi\ e solicitude for the private sector of the economy. 
So did the Leningraders, He had observed with apprehension 
the spirit of national narrow-mindedness wliich induced tlie 
party hierarchy to ihimc policy and think of the future in terms 
of self-sufficiency. Actuated by the same antagonism to ‘national 
narrow-mindedness’, Zino\’iev and Kamenev were the lirsi to 
come out with a critique of socialism in a single country. To 
Trotsky, Bukharin’s and Stalin’s ideas on this subject must have 
at first appeared as dull scholastic dogma-mongering, hardly 
worthy of his comment; and so he made no comment for nearly 
a year and a half, while socialism in a single country was be¬ 
coming the new Bolshevik orthodoxy, the orthodoxy he was to 
fight to the end of his life. Zinoviev and Kamenev were more 
alive to the symptomatic meaning of the new doctrine. He could 
not but agree with their arguments against it for they drew them 
from the armoury^ of classical Marxist internationalism. Nor 
could the cry for equality that went up in Leningrad fail to strike 
a chord in him. Zinoviev, Kamenev, Sokolnikov, and Krup¬ 
skaya had only echoed Trotsky when they protested against the 
stifling of party opinion. Like him, they spoke of the unholy 
alliance of N.E.P.-man, kulak, and bureaucrat; and like him, 
they called for the revival of proletarian democracy. He had 
warned the party against the ‘degeneration’ of its leadership; 
and now the same warning resounded even more poignantly 
and alarmingly in the Leningraders’ outcry against the ‘Thermi- 
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dorian’ danger. These were the ideas and the slogans that he 
was to take up presently and to expound in the years to come. 
Yet when he lieard them expounded by his erstwhile adver¬ 
saries, he ‘waited in uncertainty’ for several critical months; and 
his adherents waited together with him. 

What contributed to his and his followers’ confusion was that 
they liad been acc ustomed to regard Zinoviev and Kamenev 
as the leadc'is ol' the party’s right wing. No one had done more 
than Trotsky to spread this view. In The Lessons of Octoherhe had 
reminded the parly of Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s opposition to 
the October Revolution. lie had argued that in 1923 Zinovic\' 
had led the Cjcrman Communists to ‘capitulate’ because his 
fraiiH* of mind had still been the same as in 1917. And when 
he told th(‘ party that its Old Guard might, like the hierarchy 
of the Second International, degenerate into a cons(‘rvative, 
bureaucraiic ‘apparatus', he almost pointed an accusing finger 
at Zinoviev and Kamenev. No wonder that he looked at them 
incn'diilously when they appeared as the spokesmen of a new 
left. He suspected demagoguery-. The suspicion, though not 
altogether groundless, made it difficult for him to grasp that the 
change of ioles was real and that it formed part of that rc- 
groupnient of men and ideas to W'hich the extremely critical 
situation in the country had given rise. Zinoviev’s and Kame¬ 
nev's conversion w^as not less genuine and not less startling than 
that 1 a' w hich Bukharin, the ex-leader of the Left Communists, 
had become tlie ideologue of the new right—indeed, the two 
conversions supplemented each other. Official Bolshevik policy 
tended at present so strongly tow-ai ds the right tliat sonu* of those 
w'ho only yesl(Tday h(!ad(rd the right wing became frightened 
of the consetjucnces and found themselves veering far to the left. 

To be sure, personal ambitions and jealousies played their 
| )art: Zinoviev and Kamenev sought to strip Stalin of his power. 
But they" might have had a better chance had they chosen to 
ride, with Bukharin, the mounting tide of isolationism and neo- 
Populism. Instead, they took their stand on the proletarian and 
internationalist traditions of Leninism which had become un¬ 
popular w ith th(* men of the party machine, on w'hom the out¬ 
come of the contest immediately depended. Zinoviev’s and 
Kamenev’s outlook and habits of mind as well as the moods 
among their followers set limits to their self-seeking. No matter 
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how timidly or opportunistically they had behaved on important 
occasions, they had been Lenin’s closest disciples; they were 
constiiutionally inc apabh* of shedding the influence that had 
moulded them. Others might turn their backs on the European 
working class and glorify, sincerely or not, the muzhik; they 
could not do so. (.)lhers might exalt Russians self-suflicient 
socialism; to them the very thought was absurd and n‘|)ugnant. 
riu* altitude to these' issues, however, Ibrmed the watershed 
which now si’parated the various currents in Bolshevism. 

There was yi‘t aiiotlu*r aspect of this change of roles. Like 
Trotsky and Lenin before them, Zinoviev and Kamenev grap¬ 
pled with the dilemma of authority and fna dorn, or oi' party 
discipline and ]:)rolelarian democracy. They, too, ieit the tension 
between the power and the dream of revolution, 'riiey had 
been the disciplinarians. Now they were tired and sick ol tin* 
mechanical and rigid disciplim' they had enlbrct'd. Zinovi(‘\- 
had lor years strutted the political stage, roared words of cotti- 
mand, schemed and plotted, demoted and i)romoted people, 
Iniilt power for the revolution and for hims(*ll'; }i(‘ had been as 
if obst'ssed and drunken with authority. Nc»w cann* the awaken¬ 
ing, the bitter after-taste, and the yearning to lind a way back to 
the irrecoverable clear spring ol’ the revolution. Togc'ther with 
him many of the Old Guard had followed the same IxMils and 
suffered the same perplexities and disenchantments until, with¬ 
out knowing it, they took up attitudes indistinguishabh' from 
those of the Trotskyists whom they had just helped to defeat. 
Everything drove them to join hands wdth thi* men of the 
Opposition. 

Tf Trotsky was to make common cause with Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, this was the time to do it. Till the beginning of' ic)2() 
the base from which the Leningraders operat(‘d was still intact. 
Th(; administrative machinery of the city and the province was 
in Zinovit'v’s hands. He had a large body of ardtait followers. 
H(‘ controlled influ(*ntial new'spapers. He possessed the material 
means for a long and sustained political struggle. In a word, he 
w^as still in his Northern Gommune the master of a powerful 
fortress. He w as also President of the Communist International, 
although Stalin was already active at its headquarters, sapping 
his influence. In some respects Zinoviev’s position, when he 
came in conflict with Stalin, was much stronger than Trotsky’s 
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liiul I'vrr been. 'I ioLsky li;id iH'vcr botlinrri to hiy Iiis Ijaiids on 
instruments oi'personal [mwt r; and so alter Jiis world-shakin.i; 
(•are(‘rJieI)e,ipni almost einpty-hand(‘d tlie fight: with th('triumvirs, 
'riiey loiind it all too easy to brand him as an alien to Bol¬ 
shevism. It was far more diflicult lor Stalin and Bukharin to 
denounee Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Krupskaya as in\'eterate 
M(‘nshc\'iks. Thi* conflict was now clearly between two sec tions 
ol’ the Bolshevik Old Guard. A coalition bc'tw c en Trotsky and 
Zinoviev, if it liad come into being before* Zinoviev's defeat, 
might liave been formidable. Yet ntdiht*r of them and ni*ilh('r of 
the two (actions was ready. Their mutual gri(*vances and Jiatrc^ds 
and the memories of the knocks and insults exchange d were still 
too fresh tc* allow tliem to pull togetheu*. 

One of the strangest moments in T rotsky's political life now 
l<»llowed. On ifl DecembcT tlie fourteenth cr)ngn*ss, tin* last he* 
was to attend, was openc'd. I'rom lirst to last it was the scene of 
a political storm, the like of which the party had in'ver wit¬ 
nessed in its long and stormy history. Before the eyes ol‘ the 
whole country the new' antagonists wrestled and dealt each 
other mighty blows. The fate of the party and tlie revolution was 
in the balance*. Xearly all tin* great issues which were to occupy 
Trotsky ibr the* r(*st of his life w ere thrashed out. Each of the new 
antagonists had his eyes on Trotsky, woiidi'ring with whom he 
would join and wailing with bated breath for his word. Yet 
throughout the fortnight that the congirss w as in session'Erotsky 
sat silc’nt. He had nothing to say when to an audi(*nee convulsed 
with emotion Zinoviev recalled Lenin's testament and its w ai n- 
ing against Stalin's abuse of power or wdi(*n he dwelt on the 
danger that thrc'atened socialism from the kulak, the X.E.P.- 
man, and the bureaucrat. Impassively Trotsky \iet\c‘d the 
nu)m(*nt()us scene wlien, after Kamenev had protested with 
great force against the establishment of autocratic rule o\ er 
the party, the well-picked majority, foaming wdili rage and 
insulting the speaker, for the first time acclainuxi Stalin as 
the Leader ‘around whom the Leninist Central Committee was 
united’. 

Nor did he rise and declare his solidarity with Krupskaya when 
sin* spoke about the stultifying effect of the Leninist cull, when 
she entreated the delegates to discuss the issues before them on 
their merits instead of swamping debates wdth mejiningless 
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quotations from the writings of her husband, and when, finally, 
slic recalled by wa>' of a warning how the campaign against 
Trotsky had degenerated into slander and persecution. He lis¬ 
tened as though unconcerned to the controversy over socialism 
in one country, one of the greatest debates of the century, lie was 
not provoked to make a single gesture of protest or disagreement 
when Bukharin built the case for socialism in one country on tht' 
parly's previous rejection of Trotsky's permanent revolution, 
and went on to speak of building socialism at the ‘snail's pace'. 
The triumvirs revealed the inner story of their disagreements in 
which Trotsky’s person loomed so large: Stalin related ho^v 
Zinovic\* and Kamenev had asked for Trotsky’s head and how 
he had resisted them. Zinoviev described hoAV he and Stalin 
had, violating the statutes, dispersed the Central Cjommittcc of 
the Communist Youth after its overw^helming majority had de¬ 
clared for Trotsky. Speakers from all factions paid Iroisk)’ com- 
plim(rnts and made advances. While Krupskaya spoke, a cry: 
‘Lev Davidovich, you have gained new* collaborators!’ rose from 
the floor. Lashevich, hitherto one of his most embittered ad\er- 
sarics, acknowledged that Trotsky had not been altogether 
wrong in 1923. The Stalinists and Bukharinists W’cre lavish with 
praise: Mikoyan held up to the new* opposition the shining 
example of Trotsky who, w hen defeated, scrupulously observed 
party discipline. Yaroslavsky reproached the Leningraders w’ith 
their rabid and still unabated anti-Trotskyism. Tornsky con¬ 
trasted the ‘crystal clear lucidity of Trotsky’s vi(nvs’ and the 
integrity of his conduct with Zinoviev's and Kameiu'v’s inuddlc- 
headedness and evasions. Kalinin spoke of the resentment and dis¬ 
gust he had alw^ays felt at their attempts to drag down Trotsky. 
When Zinoviev asserted his right to dissent from oflicial policy, 
and complained that no opposition had ever been handled so 
roughly, Stalinists and Bukharinists showered on him derisive 
reminders of the things he had done to Trotsky. Then, winding 
up a great peroration, Zinoviev exhorted the congress to let 
bygones be l^ygories and to reform the party’s leadership so that 
all sections of Bolshevik opinion should co-operate and unite. 
The eyes of the w^holc assembly were now on Trotsky: had the 
great and eloquent man nothing to say? His lips were sealed. 
He remained silent even when Andreev asked that new pre¬ 
rogatives be voted for the Central Committee to enable it to 
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deal more eirectivcly with dissenters—to enable it, that is, to 
break the back of the new Oj)i)osition. The latter had been 
heavily outvoted; but before its close the congress received with 
uproar and anger reports that in Leningrad turbulent demon¬ 
strations against its decisions were in progress: the Leningraders 
were fighting on within tlieir Ibrtn ss. And to the end not a word 
escaped from Trotsky’s mouth.' 

Trotsky’s private papers oft'er us an insight into what was 
going on in his mind. In a note jolted down on 22 December, 
the Iburth day of* the congress, he remarked that there was ‘a 
grain of truth' -but not more—in the view expressed by .some 
that the Leningraders contimu'd the work of* the Trotskyist 
Opposition. The hue and cr\*, raised in 1923, about the enmity 
on’rotskyism towards the peasantry liad paved the way for the 
nco-Populism Inch was now fashionable and against which the 
liCningraders reacti'd. It was natural that tliey should do so, 
although they had led in the drive against Trotskyism. The 
intense animosity of the congress t<)\vards Zino\'icv's faction 
rc'flected au fond the hostility of the country to the town. 
'Lhis ^•icw, one might have thought, should have induced 
'Trotsky to make common cause with the Leningraders at once. 
But the issues and the divisions did not yet seem to him as clear 
as they had so far appeared in his own analysis; and he enter¬ 
tained certain hopes which induced him to wait. 

He wondered why Sokolnikov, of all people, the ultra- 
moderate who should have been on Bukharin's side, had joined 
th(‘ Leningraders. He was puzzled that the division was between 
Moscow and Leningrad. The artificially produced antagonism 

* Ht‘ made only onr ^wischenruf in ihrr debate. When Zino\ iev explained thni 
the year belbrc he had asked for 7 Volsky's exelusioTi from the Polilbiireaii because 
after all the aeeiisations they had hurled at lV<»tsky, it was incongruous to re-elect 
him to the Politbuieaiu IVolsky interjected: ‘Corrert!’ 

Ruth Fisrlier, who was ])re.sent in Moscow iliiring the congress but was not 
adniiUed to it and was instead given daily reports by Bogrebinsky, Stalin's underling, 
‘a delegate from the Ci.P.U.’, writes: ‘Bogrebinsky was particularly interested in 
Trotsky. . . . Both groups feared him . . . and now both hoped to win him over; 
'Protsky’s altiludt^ might ha\c been decisive among llic wavering delegates from 
the provinces. 7 ’roLsky, Bogrebinsky noted each day, had looked well or badly; 
lie had spoken with this person or that. “I saw Trotsky lo-day in tlie corridors. He 
spoke with sonic of the delegates, and I could hear a little of the conversation. He 
said nothing on the decisive questions. He did not support the Opposition, even 
by hints and allusions. That is wonderful. 'Phose dogs of Leningrad will get a 
thorough beating.” * R. Fischer, Stalin and German Communism, p. 494. 
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hctwceii them, he noted, veiled a dcejxT underlying conHiet. 
He hoped that the organizations of the two eapitals would draw 
together and reassert jointly the aspirations ol tht' proli'tarian- 
socialisi elements against the pro-nuizhik right. He reckoned 
that all Mine Bolsheviks' would rise against the bureaucracy 
notliing less could fret' the party organization ol'Moscow Ironi 
Stalin's strangltdiold. The situation was still in a state of flux. 
He expected something lik(‘ a political landslide, of which the 
breac h between the triumviis was only the beginning, to shake 
tlic party and to bring about the linal, far wider, and far more 
significant n^grouping of forces. Then the lines of division would 
be less Ibrtuitous and would correspond to the fundamental 
contradictions between town and country, worker and peasant, 
socialism and properly. Meantime, he was not at all eager to 
throw in his lot with the Mocifi^rous, vulgar, and rightly dis¬ 
credited' leaders of the Leningrad Opposition. There is a whiff 
oiSchadcnfmidv in these diary nc;tes written as he watched Zino- 
\'iev's and Kamenev's discomfiture—as il'he were saying: Vans 
Vavez voulu, Vous Vavi Z voulu! 

Yet he could not gix e himself to Schadevfirude I'or any lengtli of' 
time; it was not in his nature to do so. Willy-nilly he liad to rush 
to the rescue of the defeated. Xo sooner had the congress dis¬ 
persed than the Central Committee met to consider measures 
for taming Leningrad. Stalin proposed to dismiss in the first in¬ 
stance the editorial ^VdiXo\'IA^riingradskaya Pravda and to turn that 
newspaper into the mouthpiece of oflicial ])olicy. Next Zinoviev 
was to be deposed and Kirriv was to take his place at the head 
of the Northern Commune. The whip was to come down on the 
Leningraders. At this point M'rotsky broke his silence he was 
against the reprisals.^ He did not comernplate an alliance with 
Zinoviev and Kamenev, but by trying to shield them, he at once 
gave offence to Stalin wlio had walked around him gingerly 
seeking to mollify him. 

There was a curious scciu! at the session. Bukharin spoke for 
the course of action proposed by Stalin. Kamenev protested. It 
was strange', he said, that Bukharin, who had alw^ays opposed 
drastic reprisals against the 'I'rotskyists, should now call for the 
whip. ‘Ah, but he has come to relish the w^hip’, 'Frotsky inter¬ 
jected. Bukharin, as though caught offguard, cried back: ‘You 

* Popov, Outline History of the CPSL\ voJ. ii, p. 255. 
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rhink 1 have come to relish it, but this relishing makes me shud¬ 
der from head to foot.’* In this cry of anguish were suddenly 
rc'vealcd the fort-bodings with wliich Bukharin backed Stalin. 
From this incidc'nt dates a ‘private contact’, which ‘after a long 
interval’ Trotsky resumed with Bukharin a fairly friendly, but 
politically fruitless and shortlived affair, the traces of which are 
found in their corre spondence.^ Still ‘shuddering from head to 
foot’, Bukharin did his best to persuader Trotsky not to come 
to Zinoviev's aid. He tried to impn^ss on him that the party's 
fre(‘dom was not at stake in this case and that Zinoviev, who 
himself brooked no opposition, was no defender of inner-party 
democracy. Trotsky did not deny this, but he argued that 
Stalin was surely no better; and that the evil lay in a monolithic 
discipline and the unanimous vole which both Stalin and 
Zinoviev enforced -this had made it possible that on the ever 
ol'the congress the two largest organizations, those of Moscow 
and Leningrad, should each carry its own resolutions in ‘a 
hundred ])er cent, unanimity’. He held no brief for the Lenin¬ 
graders; but he could not but oppose the false discipline; and 
lie appealed to Bukharin to join him in a common effort to 
H'slorc ‘a healthy inner-party regime’. Bukharin, however, was 
airaid that by asking for more freedom they would get less; and 
he concluded that lliosc who demanded inner-party democracy 
^vert‘ in effix t its worst enemies, and that the only way to save 
what was left of it was not to use it. 

While thi'se pathetic ‘confidentiar exchanges went on, Stalin 
lost the hope of playing Trotsky against Zinoviev and Kamenev. 
Earlier perhaps than Trotsky himself he realized that the two 
oppositions would have to join hands. He therefore gave the 
signal for a new drive against Trotsky. He w^as anxious that 
Trotsky should not be able to address communist gatherings in 
working-class districts. Uglanov, who had replaced Kamenev as 
leader of the Moscow organization, sa\v to that. Under all sorts 
of pretexts Trotsky was refused admission to the cells. As he was 
just then addressing meetings of scientists and other intellectuals, 
the members of the proletarian cells were told that he preferred 
to speak to the bourgeoisie rather than face workers. Official 
agitators ceased to distinguish between Trotskyists and Zino- 
vievists, incited the rank and file against both, and hinted 

’ The Trotsky Archives. “ Ibid. 
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darkly tliat it was no matter of chance that the loaders of both 
were Jews—this was, they suggested, a struggle between native 
and genuine Russian socialism and aliiTis who sought to per¬ 
vert it. 

In another letter to Bukharin, dated 4 March, Trotsky de¬ 
scribed the vexations and the obloquy of whicli he had again 
become the object. Altogether against his inclination, h(' dw(‘lt 
on the anti-Semitic undertones of the agitators’ talk. ‘I think’, 
he wrote, attempting to arouse Bukharin, ‘that what binds us, 
two Politbureau members, is still quite enough for us to try and 
check the facts calmly and conscientiously; is it true, is it pos¬ 
sible that in our party ^ in Moscow, in WORKERS’ CELLS, anti- 
Semitic agitation should be carried on with impunity';*!’* A 
fortnight later at a Politbureau nictating he asked the sam<‘ 
astonished and indignant question. The Politbureau members 
shrugged, professed to know nothing, or pooh-pooh(‘d the mat¬ 
ter. Bukharin blushed with embarrassment and shame; Init lie 
could not turn against his associates and allies. At any rate, at 
this stage his ‘private contact’ with Tioisky was coming lo 
an end. 

It was not by chance that the agitators struck the anti- 
Semitic note: the)' were briefed by Uglanov; and Uglanov took 
his cue from Stalin who was anything but fastidious in the choice 
of means. But there w ere means to which he could not have 
resorted even a year or two earlier; and playing on anti-Jewish 
prejudice w as one of them. This had been the favourite occupa¬ 
tion of the wwst Tsarist reactionaries; and even in i9'23-4 tht‘ 
party and its Old Guard wxrc still too strongly imbued with 
internationalism to countenance such pnjudice, let alone to ex¬ 
ploit it. But the situation was changing. The new right ajipealed 
vaguely to nationalist emotions; and w'hile these surged uji, the 
political climate altered to such an extent that even Communists 
no longer frowned on anti-Semitic hints or allusions dropped in 
their midst. The distrust of the ‘alien’ was, after all, only a reflex 
of that Russian sclf-centredness, of w hich socialism in one coun¬ 
try was the ideological abstract. 

Jews were, in fact, conspicuous among the Opposition al¬ 
though they were there together with the flower of the non- 

* The TrtiUky Archives. 
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Jewish inlrlligcnlsia and workers. Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Sokoliiikov, Rad(’k, were all Jews.* (There were, on the othei' 
Jiand, very lew Jews among tlie Stalinists, and fewer still 
among thelJukharinisis.j Thoroughly‘assimilated’ and Russified 
tlioiigh they wei'e, aiul hostile to the Mosaic as to any other reli¬ 
gion, and to Zionism, they were still marked by that ‘Jewish¬ 
ness’ which Is the cjuinussence of the urban way of life in all its 
modernity, jncjgressivenes.s, Restlessness, and one-sidedness. To 
!.)(■ sun*, ihe allegations tliat they were politically hostile to the 
muzhik wen' false and, in Stalin's jiiouth, though jK*rhaps not 
in Bukharin's, insincere. But tlic Bolsheviks of Jewish origin were 
Ic^ast of all inclined to idealize rural Russia in her primitivism 
and barbarity and to drag along at a ‘snail's pace’ the native 
peasant carl. ’I'hey were in a sense llie ‘rootless eosmopolitans’ 
on whom Stalin was to turn his wrath openly in liis old age. 
Not for them was the ideal of socialism in a single country. As 
a rule the progressive or revolutionary Jew, brought up on the 
border lines of various r(‘ligions and national cultures, whether 
Spinoza or Marx, Heine or I 'reud, Rosa Luxemburg or Trotsky, 
was particulai'U' apt to lransc<‘nd in his mind religious and 
national limitations and to ideiitiiy himself with a universal 
view of mankind. He was therefore also peculiarly vulnerable 
whenevtT' either religious fanatieisins or nationalist emotions 
ran high. Spinoza and Marx, Heine and Freud, Rosa I.uxem- 
burg and Trotsky, all suffered excoiniriunication, exile, and moral 
or physical assassination; and the writings of all w'erc burned at 
the stake. 


In the lijst weeks of 1926 the strength of the Leningrad 

‘ 111 191^, whilr tlic Ukraine was uiiiUt Cicrmaii «.»cc’upation and ruled by 
Skuropadsky, the rabbis of Odessa iironounced anatlu*iiia on 'IVotsky and Zinoview 
(Zinoviev, SocJiinniYn, vol. xvi, p. 2:24.) The VVliik* (luards. on the other hand, 
made iniicti ol Tinisk>’s.Ifwishness and alleged Uiat Lenin was also a Jew. Curious 
echoes of this can be louiid in Soviet folk-lore and fiction of the early twenties. In 
one of Seyfulina's stcii'ies a inu/.hik says: ^IVotsky is one of us, a Russian and a 
Holshcvik. Lenin is a Jew- and a C^omnumist.’ In Babefs short story ‘Salt* a peasant 
woman says to a Red Army man: ‘You don’t bother your heads alxtul Russia; you 
just go about saving those dirty Jews Lenin and Trotsky.* The Red Army man 
replies: ‘\Vc aren’t talking about Jews now', you harmful citizen. The Jewrs haven't 
got nothing to do with it. By the w'ay, I won’t say nothing about Lenin, but 
Trotsky was the desperate son of a Governor of Tambov and went over to the 
working class. . . . They work like niggen, Lenin and Trotsky do, to pull us up to 
the patfi of freedom. . . 
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Opposition was broken,‘ The Leningraders cfuild nol but submil 
to Stalin's orders. To defy (hem was toehallengc tlie authority ol' 
the C^eniral Committee, which backed Stalin, and the hgalily 
of the congress which had elected tin’ Commillec. 'J’liis Ziin.n ie\‘ 
and Kamenev, who like MVolsky still sat on that ('.ommittee, 
were not prcpar(‘d to do. They had openly declarc'd that St;din 
liad rigged tlie cltTtions to the congress and that the Central 
Committee represented the party machiiu‘, nol the ])any. But 
it was one thing to state this, and quite another to ])roclaim tliat 
the decisions of the congress and of the Ontral Committee were 
invalid and to refuse to submit. For Zino\ iev and KaiiKnev in 
particular it would have betai a dangerous undi rtaking tf> qu(‘s- 
lion th(‘ legitimacy of the last congress: had they nol, together 
with Stalin, rigged the elections and paektd tin* tliirieeiitli 
congress in the sanu' way that Stalin packed tlie Ibnrteenlli 
By challenging the authority of the (’entral Clninmittee, tin- 
Leningraders would have virtually < (>nslituted iluMiisc lves into 
a separate party, a rival to the ollicial All-Cnion Cumnuinist 
party. It was unthinkable that they slioiild do so. Tlu y had all 
accepted the single-party sysK'in as a sine qua non. .Nobody had 
shown greater zeal in asserting this j)rincipl(‘ and dra\^'^ng from 
it the most far-reaching and absurd conclusions than Zinovic\' 
had. Leningrad's deliancc of Moscow would have amounted 
almost to a declaration of civil war. 

And so, when Kirov appeared in Leningrad as Stalin’s envoy 
invested with plenary^ power and entitled to take command of 
the Northern Commune, there was nothing left for Zinoviev 
but to yield. Almost overnight all the local In anches of the part y, 
its editorial offices, its manifold organizations, and all the rt- 
sources on which the opposition had hitherto drawn, passed into 
the hands of Stalin’s and Kirov’s nominees. Two of Zinoviev’s 
lieutenants had controlled the armed ibrees of Leningrad: 
Lashevich, as political commissar of the garrison and the mili- 

* Aticr tin; iuuricf^nth congrrss the BukhaririLsls and the Stiilinisis liad an in¬ 
creased majority in the Cicntral Committee. 'I'he new Polilbiireaii consistc'd ol’ 
nine instead of seven members: Stalin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Bukharin, Ryko\-, 
'lomsky, Kalinin, Molotov, and Voroshilov'. With Kalinin and Voroshilov vacillat¬ 
ing between the right and the centre, Stalin’s faciicin was somewhat weaker numeri¬ 
cally than Bukharin’s. Kamenev was now only an alternate member of the 
Politburcau. The other alternate membeis were Uglanov, Rudzutak, Dzerzhinsky, 
and Petrovsky. 
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lary region, and Bakaev as head of the G.P.U. Both surrendered 
their oflices, all hough Laslu^vich, being Vice-Comrnissar of 
Deli'nee, n'lnained a member of the central government. This 
was follow('d l)y a moral debaeh*. As long as the leaders stood 
in the full panoply of ])ower it seemed that they had the wlioh- 
of Leningrad behind ihetn. Nr>w the great proletarian city ajj- 
pear(‘d indiilennt tf) their fate. I'lie workers of Vyborg, that old 
rampart of Bolsh(*\ isni, were the first to d(‘sert them, h’or years 
Zino\iev laid bullied and browbeaten them; and so they were 
not movi'd ])y his latest p!(‘as (m beliall’of the workers and his 
eiy |{)r ef|iiality, the pl<*as and the cry which tlu y were to recall 
nostalgit ally a fi‘W years hence wlu n it was too late. Humbh* 
men \ i< \ved the coninuilion as a brawl Ix'tween bigwigs which 
was of no c(»iu*ci n to tljcin. Kven lhos<' who took a less cynical 
\iew and fi It witli the o])j)o->iiioii most f>fien kept thi‘ir leclings 
to themsel\*es: nnemployni(‘nt was rampant; and the punish¬ 
ment fn* ‘disloyally' might be the loss of one's job and slaiva- 
lion. 'rims the aeli\e Inilowing of tlu' la ningrad o])])osition 
dwindled to a lew hmidred veUTans olTh(‘ revolution, a small 
and closely knit band of men, who were' devoted to their id(‘als 
and leaders and who gradually Ibnnd that all dc)or*s were shut 
upon them. 

Tlie ease and speed with whieh Stalin overwhelmed the 
Leningraders showed that tin' hopes to wliicli Trotsky gave 
hirnsell'in the da\ s of the I'ourleenth congress were unfounded. 
There wa-; no sign ( 4 * any further regroupmeiil, no sign of that 
rallying of the communist workers against the bureaucrats Ik* 
had expcci' cl. 'TIk* Leningraders’ slniggle had caused no move¬ 
ment of sNm])alhy, not evt ii a ripple, in the c<‘lls of Moscow. 
'I'lie ]xiMy machine worked with deadly clTcclh eness, breaking 
all r(*sistanc(‘ w!i(‘rt‘ it had shown iist'li'or crushing it before it 
had done so. 'J'his in itself indicated ihi' weakness of the resis¬ 
tance. The ^vorking class was no longer dispersed and dis¬ 
integrated as it had been a ft'W yt'ars earlicu', but it lacked political 
cons( ioiisness, vigour, and the ability to assert itself. Yet it was 
on a political rexival in its midst that Trotsky had reckoned 
wluai he assmiied that Moscow and I.eningrad would make a 
common stand. Zinoviev and Kamenev too had hoped for this. 
At the fourleciUli coiigri\ss they called for a return to proletarian 
democracy and said that the working class w^as no longer as 
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splintered and demoralized as it was in the early i()2o's, when 
the party leaders could not rely on the soundness of its political 
instincts and judgemenl. Bukharin then replied that Zinovic\' 
and Kamenev were deluding themselves; that the working chis^ 
had grown nurnerically by absorbing young and illiierale n('w- 
comers from the country, that consecpiently it was still politically 
immature, and that the time for a return to proletarian demo¬ 
cracy had not yet come. The \'oid by which th(' Leningrad 
Ofjposition now found itself surrounded indicated that Bukharin 
was closer to the truth than Zino\'iev and Kanumew Idle w(»rk- 
ing class was apathetic and indiffcnTit, although its apathy was 
due not merely to inherent immaturity but also to that bureau¬ 
cratic intimidation which Bukharin soiighi to justiiy. Whateviu 
the truth of the matter, it must have binoinf/ clear to Trotsky 
by now that he !ia,d nothing to gain by waiting. Yet, after ilic 
congress mon^ than thn'c months pass(‘d during which the 
'Trotskyists and th(‘ Zinovicwists did not moM* towards one 
another by one inch. 'Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev had not 
l)een on speaking terms since 102;-;; and they still said not; a 
word to each other. 

Only in April 192G was the ice brok(‘n. At a st ssion of tin* 
Central Committee Rykov presented a statement (»f ( conomie 
policy. Kamenev tabled an amendment urging the Commitlc' 
to take' noti' of the ever sharper ‘social dilferentialion ol‘ tin 
peasantry' and to restrain the growth ol' capiiali.a I'arining. 
'Trotsky tabled a separate arrurndirurnt: he agreed witli KameiK'v‘s 
appraisal of ruial conditions but added that the sluggish temjio 
of industrial development deprived the government oI'iIk' means 
it needed to exercise a suflicicnlly strong influence on larming. 
In the discussion Kamenev, w^ho as former head of the (Council 
for Lal)()ur and Defence felt some r(*sponsibility for the in¬ 
dustrial policy which Trotsky criticized, made some barbed 
remarks about Trotsky. 'The Central Committee nj(*cted Trot¬ 
sky’s amendment. Kamenev and Zinoviev, it s(‘ems, abstained 
from voting. Then, when Kamenev’s amendment was put I0 
the vote, Trotsky supported it. This was the turning-point. As 
the session continued, they found themselves again on the same 
side. They unbent and moved tow'ards each other until, at th(‘ 
end of the session, they acted \irtually as political partners. 

Only now did the three men meet in private for the first time 
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in years. This was a strange meeting, full of heart-searchings, 
startling confessions, sighs of regret and of relief, forebod¬ 
ings, alarming warnings, and hopeful projects. Zinoviev and 
Kamenin' were eager to make a clean breast of the past. They 
bemoaned the blindness which had led them to denounce 
Trotsky as (he an h-eiK'niy of I.eninism. They adrnitu^d that 
they had (‘oncocled the charges against him to debar him from 
leadership. But had he not bf‘en mistaken also in attacking 
them, in reniinding th(‘ party of their conflicts with Lenin in 
1917, and in discrediting them rather than Stalin? They were 
reli('v<'d at liaving at last fre('d themselves from the net of a 
l)izarre intrigue, the net they themselves had spun, and at hav¬ 
ing returned to siuious and lioiu st political thought and action. 

As they relat(‘d tin* various incidents of the intrigue, they 
made juerry about Stalin, mimicking, to Trotsky's slight im- 
patieiici‘, Stalin's b('ha\ iour and accents; but then they recalled 
their dealings wiih him with the shudder with which one 
rememb(‘rs a nightmare. They described his slyness, per\*crsity, 
and cruelty. 'liicN' said that they had both wTitten, and deposited 
in a safe place, h'lU'is to the effect that if they should perrish 
suddenly and nnacccnintably, the w-orld should know' that this 
was Stidin's work; and they advised Trotsky to do the sainc.^ 
Stalin, they maintained, had not taken Trotsky's life in 1923 -4 
only because lie feared that some young, ferv'cnt Trotskyist 
might rise as an avenger. Doubtless, Zinoviev and Kamenev 
w'ere eager to blaekeri Stalin and to advertise to Trotsky their 
own restraining inllueuce on him. Trotsky himself did not lake 
their revelations very seriously until many years later, when the 
GnMt Purges brought them back to his mind. It w'as indeed 
diflicult to square what sounded like the story of a bloody court 
intrigue in the Kremlin of the early Tsars wulh the Kremlin of 
the Third International resounding w-ith ideological disputes 
couclu'd in Marxist terms. Had the Tsars’ old fortress cast its 
evil spell upon 1 a niii's disciples? Stalin, so Zinoviev and Kamenev 
wTnt on, w'as not interested in disputes over ideas—all he 
craved was power. What they failed to explain was how, ifw'hat 
they said was true, they could have remained in partnership 
with him for so long. 

From these teri ilicd and terrif}dng accounts and dark hints 

^ L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 417. 
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the two men passed to plans for the future. They gave: them¬ 
selves to the wildest hopes. They had no doubt that all could 
still be changed at a stroke. It would be enough, they said, for 
the three of them to appear together in public, reconciled and 
reunited, to arouse enthusiasm among Bolsheviks and bring 
the party back to the right road. Rarely has the blackest gloom 
yielded so easily to the most cheerful innocence. 

What accounted for their optimism? It was only a few months 
since they had both enjoyed the fullness of power. It was only a 
few weeks since Zinovie\- had lost his fief in Lc'ningrad, and he 
was still President of the Communist International. Their fall 
had been so rapid and sudden that they rel’used to believi* it was 
real. They had been accustomed to see a nod liom either of 
them swing into motion the massive wlu*els of'party and state. 
They still had in their ears the roar oi‘popular acclaim, a false 
acclaim, which had not come from the fe(*lings of th(‘ peoj^Ie 
but had been artificially produced b\' the party machine. Sucl- 
derily a deathlike stillness surrounded them. This si^emed to 
them to be a delusion, a misunderstanding, or a passing incideni. 
What brought it about was their breach with Stalin whom they 
thcm.selves had placed, or so it seemed to them, in commaiuJ of 
the party. Yet, who was Stalin? A coarst‘, half-educated, clumsy 
manipulator, a misfit, wliom they had repeatedly saved from 
ruin because they had found him useful in their gante against 
Trotsky. They had never had any doubt that as man, leader, 
and Bolshevik Stalin did not n^ach to Trotsky's ankhs. \ow 
that they had made common cause with Trotsky, riotliing would 
surely be easier than to sweep Stalin out of their way and to 
bring the party back under their joint leadership.* 

Trotsky shook his head. He did not share their optimism. 
He knew better the taste of defeat. He had for years felt the full 
weight of the party machine as it ran against him and drove* 
him into the wilderness. He had a deeper insight into the pro- 

* Kmh Fischer dcscrib<rs how Zinoviev in a talk wiili her ‘hroacJjccl, alnujsl 
limidly’ the subject of his alliance with IVoisky. ‘'Fhis is, hr said, a fi^hi for slate 
TK)wer. We need Trotsky, n<;t only because withemt his brilliant brain and wide 
support we will not win state power, but because alter we have W(»n we need a 
strong hand to guide Russia and the International bark tf) a socialist road. More¬ 
over, no one else can organize the army. Stalin has opposed us not with manifestoes 
but with power, and he can be met only with greater pf)wer, not with manifestoes, 
[.ashcvich is w'ith us, and if'IVotsky and wv join together, we shall win,’ K. I'’isclier, 
r)p. eit., pp. 547-8. 
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cesses which liad delbrmed the party, into that ‘bureaucratic 
degeneration’ the progress of whicli lie had watched in im- 
poten( (‘ since 1922. And briiind the party machine he perceived 
more clearly than tln^y did the abysmal barbarism ofold Mother 
Russia, not to l)e conjured out of exisienee. He was also appre¬ 
hensive of the fickleness and fecklessness of his new alli(‘s. He 
could not forget all that had passed lietween liim and them. Yet 
he was iinslinling in forgiveness; and he tried to steady their 
nerves for a long uphill struggh*. 

He himsell'was not unhopeliii. He too bi lieved tliat th(' ])arty 
would be stirred by their n'conciliation. Zinoviev and Kamenev 
volunteered to make a jniblie admission that Trotsky had beem 
right all along when he warned the jiarty against its bureaucracy. 
In nMurn In* was juepared to say tliat lu* had been mistaken in 
assailing iIk'iu as tlii^ leaders of that bureaucracy when he 
should hav(' coneeritraK'd his lire on Stalin. He too hoped that 
by joining hands thi' two oppositions would not merely com- 
bine their followings but multiply them. The Old Guard had, 
aft(‘r all, look(‘d u|) to Zinoviiv and Kann'iiew It was known 
that Lenin's widow was in sympatliy with them. In tlie team 
which l(‘d th(* lamingrad opposition, althougli it was less out¬ 
standing than the circle around Trotsky, there were sucli eminent 
men as Lashevich, still the Deputy C.ommissar of Defence, 
Smilga, one of the most able jxtlilical commissars in the civil 
war and a distinguished economist, Sokolnikov, Bakat’v, Evdo¬ 
kimov, and others. Witli siu h men and with Preobra/.li('n- 
sky, Radek, Rakovsky, Anlonov-Ovseenko, Smiruo\-, Muralov, 
Krestinsky, Serebriakov, and Yolfe, to jiit nlion only these, the 
Joint 0 ))position would command far more talent and prestige 
than the factions of Stalin and Bukharin had at their disposal. 
And, des]iile everytliing, a jiolitieal n'vival in the >\orking class, 
though d(*layed, would still come and would pm wind into the 
Opposition’s sails. 

Tlie partners did not have the time to make precise plans (m 
even to d(*fine ch'arly the points ol’tIu*ir agreement. A day or 
two after their first private meeting, Trotsky had to leave 
Russia for medical ti eatment aliroad. The malignant fe\ t'r from 
which he had sullerecl in the last yc'ars still pcrsist(‘d, rising 
often to ()\’er 100 ’ 1"., incapacitating him during the most 
critical moments of the struggle and compelling him to sjRuid 
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many months in the Caucasus. (There he spent the winters of 
1924 and 1925, and the early months of the spring.) Russian 
doctors were unable to diagnose and urged him to consult 
German specialists. The Politbureau raised no objections to his 
journe\' abroad, but insisK'd that lit' iindi'rlook it on liis own 
resyKmsibility. About the middle of April, accompanied by his 
wife and a small bodyguard, he arrived iii Berlin l)eardless and 
incognito, i)ret('nding to be a L’krainian educationist by the 
name of Kuzniyenko. He sp<TU most of his tiiiu' in a ])rivat<' 
clinic undergoing treatment and a minor operation; but in the 
inler\'als he mov(‘d about freely, obser\'ing the de]3r('ss(*d Ikrlin 
of those years, so different from the Imperial caj^ital lie had 
known, attending a May Day parade, watching a wine festival 
outside the city, and so on. He was thrilled to bi* able, for the 
first time since 1917, ‘to movt‘ about in a crowd without attract¬ 
ing anyone’s attention and fei-ling ones(‘lf patt of the nameless 
listening and watching mass’.* But somi liow his incognito was 
discovered later and the Gcu man polii e warned the director of' 
the clinic that White Russian cMiiign's were about to niak(* an 
attempt on the patient's life. Und(T h(*a\ y escort Trotsky mo\ (:d 
to the Soviet Embassy, and shortly then'aftc'r hr returmd homu', 
his temperature as high as evtT. It has ikatt beem diseovered 
whether ibcrc was any ground for the alarm about the atte mpt 
on his life.- 

During his stay in Berlin, which lasted alirmt six weeks, he 
was agitated by two political events of unequal importance. In 
Poland, Marshal Pilsudski, suj)ported by the Gommunist parly, 
liad just carried out a coup (retail wliich establislu'd him as 
dictator. In Britain the yirotracted strike of the. eoal-mincTs had 
just led to the great general strike. The.* absurd behaviour of the 


' ‘Only once did our cc*rMpanions fat Um; .May J)ay paiadfj say to nn* cau- 
riously; “There tliey are sellini; vuur pliotographs.” But from these, pliotoj^raplis no 
one would have reeopni/.ed . . . Kuzniyenko, the ofTirial of the l.'krainiau Corn- 
inissariat ol Eduration.' Moya Z^irjn, vol. ii, p. 269. 

* While he stayed at the lierlin Embassy, Trotsky spent many lioiii s in discussions 
with Krestinsky, the Ambassador, and E. Varga, the Clominlern’s leading econoiniBl. 
The subject of his discussions with V'arga was .socialism in a single rnuntry. Varga 
admitted that as an economic theory Stalin’s doctrine was worthless, that socialism 
in one country was moonshine, but that it was nevertheless politically useful as a 
slogan capable of inspiring tlie backward massers. Recording the discussion in his 
private papers. Trotsky remarked of Varga that he was ‘the I'^olonius of tJic (Joinin’ 
tern*. The Archives. 
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Polish Gommunists resulted in part from the tangled conditions 
in their country, but in part from confusion in the Comintern 
generatt'd by th(^ anti-Trotskyist campaigns: the Polish party 
enact(‘(1 on a small scale the policy which at the same timi* led 
the Chin<*se Communists to back (Jencral Ghiang Kai-shek and 
the Kuoinintang. The British geiK^ral strike confirmed the fore¬ 
casts which Trotsky had mad(‘ in Where is Britain Going ?and 
at once it subjected the Comintern to n(‘W strains. The British 
leaders of the Anglo-Soviet Council did their best to wind up 
the. strike before it became a revolutionary explosion; and 
anxious to save their o\vn respectability, they refused to accept 
the aid which the Soviet trade unions offered the strikers. The 
Anglo-Sovi(‘t Council \\as thus rendered ridiculous. Tlie British 
trad('-union leaders still derived some advantage, however, 
from its existenci*: at tlu' critical siag(‘ of the geiuTal strike the 
(lominunists, anxious not to embarrass the CMouncil, were ex¬ 
tremely reticent in ciilicizing their conduct. Trotsky even before 
he was back in Moscow assailed in Pravda the policy of the 
Anglo-Sf)vi(‘t Council on which vStalin and Bukharin had placed 
great liop(‘.s.“ 

It was only alter 'Trotsky's return that he and the two ex- 
iriumvirs set out in ('arnest to unite their fiicrions. This was not 
easy. For one thing, the Trotskyist faction luid been dispersed 
and had to be reassembled. Its strength turned out to be far 
less than it had been in For another, the followers of the 

two lactions were not at all eager to unite. Their old animosities 
liad not y<’t eva|)orated, 'They still distrusted each other. Among 
'Trotsky’s associates some favoured the coalition; but others, 
Antonov-Ovseenko and Radek, would have allied themselves 
with Stalin rather than w-ith Zinoviev. Still others wished a 
plague on l)oth their houses: 'Stalin will betray us’, Mrach- 
kovsky said, 'and Zinoviev will sneak away\ The rank-and-lile 
'Trotskyists in Leningrad at first refused even to disclose th(*ni- 
selves to the Zinovievists, at whose hands they had suffered 

* In Ills aiilobiograpliy Tiotsky says that the confinualion came earlier than he 

had expected it. Moya vol. ii, p. 27--!. 

* Pravda^ 26 May 192(1. Meantime Stalin eliminated Zinoviev's followers from 
the Excnitive of the Comintern. At a .session in May the Executive voted for lh<- 
demotion of Fischer and Maslov, Treint, Domski, and other Zinovievist leaders 
of the fierman, Frencli, and Polish parties. 
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persecution and from whom they had been accustomed to con¬ 
ceal their comings and goings almost as much as they had once 
concealed them from the Tsarist Okhrana. What will happen, 
they asked, if the Zinovievists change their minds and make 
peace walh Stalin? shall then ha\’e delivered oursc'hes into 
the hands of our persecutors. I'rotsky had t<:» send Prc'obra- 
zhensky to Leningrad to allay these fears and persuade his rt'- 
calcitrant Ihllowers to accept the coalition. The' Zinovievists 
were not less bc'wildered. \Vhen the news of the proposed coali¬ 
tion first n'ached Leningrad, they rushed to Moscow' to nanon- 
strate with their leaders for their ‘surrender to Trotskyism'. 
Zinoviev and Lashevich had to explain that 'frotskyism was a 
bogy which tluy themselves had imented; and that ilu'y had 
no US'* for it any longer. The admission could not but shock the 
unfortunate Leningraders who had taken Zinovit'v's accusa¬ 
tions against Trotsky seriously and had repeated them alter 
him. But even when the mutual aversions were overeome or 
subdued and the tw'o factions began to m('rg(’, thi' members ol 
both still fell that they WTre entering a misallianei'.^ 

Among the chiefs, loo, the first elation had cooled oil'. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev began to look over their shoulders. 
'Lhey had no intention of pushing their din’erenc es with the 
ruling lactioris to the point of an irreparable breach, 'fhey lell 
uneasy at the charge that they "surrendered Ti()t.sk\ism\ 
Having admitted that they had wronged 'Lrotsky, they still had 
their record to defend; they w'cre anxious to save for th<*niselves 
the half-spurious glory of ‘pure I.eninism' in which they had 
w^alkecl. And so w^hen on his return, surveying th(* e\'(’nts of the 
last weeks, Trotsky began to argue that the. Polish Communists 
had supported Pilsudski’s coup because the CJomintern had in¬ 
structed them to strive for that ‘democratic dictatorship of the 
workers and the peasants' w'hich Lenin had advocated in if)Of), 
and not for proletarian dictatorship, Zinoviev and Kamenev 
could not agree. 'I’hat 'dianocralic dictalorsliip' wa.s a taboo oi' 
their ‘old Bolshevism'; and although it w'as no! very important 
in the case of Poland,- it w^as to crop up again and again in tin* 

* V. i Le ‘I tniinm! ohsrur, p. lo:*. 

® Even Hukharin and Stalin disavowed the action the l'oli.sh Cloinniiinisls. 
See Deutsrher, ‘La Trapedie du Ojtnmiinisnie Polonais’ in Tfmf>s Modernes, 
March 195?^. 
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rontro\ (.‘I'sy ovn C^liina next year. They were also taken aback 
by the blunliK'SS with which Trotsky attacked the Aiiglo-Soviei 
( Jouncil, saying that it had never served any useful juirpose and 
that it should be disbanded. Zinoviev was w'illing to criticize 
the Politbureau and the British Communists for ‘liob-nobbing’ 
with the leaders of the British trade unions; but Ik* would not 
‘wreck’ the Council w'liich he had helped to sponsor. Above all, 
he was wary of alienating those* men of the Old (iuard who 
( ither backed Stalin with r(‘S(‘r\ ations or vacillated and urged 
moderation on all factions. Briefly, the two ex-triumvirs were 
willing to join hands with Trotsky; but tiny were already 
shrinking from an all-out attack on Stalin and Bukharin, l^hus 
Trotsky had no sooner made the allianct* with them than he had 
10 patch up differences and make concessions. He promised 
Zino\ i('\' and Kamenev to resjK*ct llur taboo of the ‘dc'inocratic 
dictatorship ol'workers and ])easants’ and to waive his demand 
Ibr the disbandment of the Anglo-Soviet Council. This allow'eri 
him to establish a I'airly wide measure of agreement with them 
on other cpiestions. 

The battle was joined, partly on Stalin’s initiative, in the 
lirst days of June. Immediately after Trotsky’s return, Stalin 
met him at tin* Poliibureau with tw^o fresh, incongruous yet 
damaging, accusati^ms: Trotsky allegedly exhibited an irn- 
permissibh* ‘liostility towards the British Communist Party*; 
and in domestic matters he gave proof of ill wall and perverse 
defeatism hen he declared that he w as ‘afraid of a good har¬ 
vest’.* Trothky refuted these charges as best he could. 'Phen, 
on 6 June*, Ik^ addressed a challenging letter to the Poliibureau, 
saying iliat unl<*ss the parly was reformed thoroughly and 
hont’stly, it would awaken one day to find itself under the un¬ 
disguised rule of an autocrat. 

Thus he resumed his open struggle with Stalin. He had not 
chosen the moment all by Jiimself—the action and the plight 
of the Leningrad Opposition induced him to re-enter the fray 
at this time. In any case, the years of his w^ailing in silence or 

* I'licr first charge was based on a complaint from the Rritisli Coinnuinist party; 
the second on a statmieiit in which Trotsky had said that the problem of relations 
between country and town would remain acute no matter whether there was a 
good or a bad harvest this year. If the harvest was bad, there would be a shortage 
of food; if it was good, the kulak would be stronger, more self-confident, and would 
have greater bargaining power. The Archives, 
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reticence were over. He knew that they had given him nothing: 
all the ‘rotten compromises’ with Stalin, against which Lenin 
had warned him, had been in vain. He was willing to com¬ 
promise with Zinoviev and Kamenc\' in order to keep them 
aligned against Stalin; but he was also ready to fight it out 
without them. He had sized up his iinplacabl<! enemy, and h<‘ 
knew that there was no n'treat. He had lived th(‘se last years to 
light another da\-. Now the day had come and th(‘ die was cast. 



CHAPTKR V 


The Decisive Contest: 1926—7 

T iik Joint Opposition contended with the Stalinists and the 
liukliarinists for al>out eiglileen months. During this time 
Trotsky was engaged in a political battle so intense that 
by comparison his eai lier encounters with all the triumvirs wen* 
mere skirmishes, 'rireless, unrelenting, straining every nerve, 
marshalling matchless j)owers of argument and persuasion, 
ranging o\ er an exceptionally wide compass of ideas and policies, 
and at last sui)ported by a large section, probably the majority, 
of the Old Guard which had hitherto spurned him, he made a 
prodigious effort to arouse tlie Bolshevik party and to influence 
the further course of the revolution. As a fighter he may appear 

to posterity not smaller in the. yt^ars 1926.7 than he was in 

1917 -even greal<*r. The strength of his mind was the same. 
The flame of re\ olutionary passion burned in him as fierce and 
bright as ever. And he gave proof of a force of* character superior 
to that which he had nt'cdcd and had slunvn in 1917. He was 
lighting ad\ ersarics in the camp of the revolution, not class 
enemies; and for such a struggle courage not iiK'rely greater but 
of a dilfereiit kind \vas rccjuircd. Some years later even his 
ad\ (Tsaiit's, wlum they related privately the incidents of this 
strife and described his mighty thrusts and his conduct under the 
blows, conveyed the imageof'a fallen Titan-rejoicing over his fall, 
they still recollected in awe tlu* greatness they had struck down.* 
Of course, the other leaders, too, brought to the contest 
strong passions, thi* resources of their uncoiuiuon intellects 
steeped in Marxism, tactical ingenuity, and an energ)'^ and 
determination whicli even in the weakest of them were still well 
above the average. Tlic issues over which they struggled were 
among the greatest and the gravest over whicli men had ever 
fought; the fate of 160 million people; and the destinies of 
eommunism in Europe and -^Vsia. 

* Thr rfffTenct* is in accninits orihr sdugglr given the author l)y many party 
members in Moscow in 1931. 
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Yi‘t this great contest took place in a frightful void. On either 
side only small groups were involved. Tin* nation was mute. 
Nobody knew or could know what it thought; and even to 
guess how its sympathies were divided was dillicult. The struggle 
was waged o\er matters of its life and death; but it was waged 
abov(‘ its head. On the face of things, nothing that the nation 
felt or thought could alfect the outcome the mass of the 
people was deprived of all means of political expression. Yet 
not for a moment did the antagonists take th(‘ir (‘yes off the 
workers and the peasants, for inarticulate though these were, in 
the last instance it was their altitude that decided the issue. To 
win. the ruling factions needed only the ])assiviiy or!h(‘ masses, 
while the Opposition needed for its success their political awaken¬ 
ing and activity. Consequently, the Ibrmer had ilu' easier task: 
it was much siin])li‘r to confusi* the masses and to br(‘(‘d apathy 
in them than to make them see the issii(‘s at slake and arouse 
their spirit, rurlhcrmove, tlu* Opposition, in its attempts to 
appeal to the people, was from the beginning hampered by its 
own inhibitions. Considering itself a section of tlie ruling party 
and continuing to acknowlt'dge the party’s unique responsibility 
for the revolution, th(' Opposition could not with a clear con¬ 
science appeal against its adversaries to the working class, the 
bulk of which was outside the party. Yet, as the struggle went 
on, mounting in bitterness, the Opposition was driven to tr\' 
and seek support precisely among that mass of workers. It 
then came to feel the full burden of the tame and torpid 
popular mood. Nobody siifh^red from this more severely than 
did Trotsky: he hurled all his thunder and lightning into the 
void. 

Nor do all the disputed questions appear in historical retro¬ 
spect as real as they were to the chief actors. Some of the major 
issues were to lose outline and to fade soon after the disputes 
were over; and together witli them some of the divisions which 
had seemed deep and unbridgeable became blurred or vanished. 
With cold violence Stalin denounced Trotsky as the enemy of 
the peasant, while! Trotsky arraigned Stalin as the friend of the 
kulak. The sound of these recriminations still filled the air when 
Stalin set out to annihilate the kulak. Similarly, Stalin warned 
the country against the ‘super-industrialization’ for which Trot¬ 
sky allegedly stood; but then he Iiimself embarked with breathless 
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|)rcci|)itaii( y upon the course of action he had just condeinned 
as pernicious. 

As the struggle: prota'eds a mist envelops also most of the 
characli'i's. If (bllowing this narrative we keep in mind the 
iiltiinale late that befell Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Rykov, 
'rornsky, and many others, we are struck by the inconstancy and 
futility of their behaviour, even though we may discern their 
motives. Every one of these men is coinpli'itely submerged in 
the business of the day or of the moment, and utterly incapable, 
of looking beyond it and forestalling next day's evil. Not only 
Stalin and (*vents drive them to their doom -they drive (‘ach 
other; and at vaiious times thc'y do so \Niih an obs('Ssi\'e fury 
which distorts their characters and contorts their minds. The 
imposing figures of th(' leaders shrink and dwindle. They be- 
(ome helpless victims of circumstance. Tin* giants turn into 
moths rushing blindly and chasing each other madly into the 
(Iain(‘. Only two ligures s(*em to confn>nt ('ach otlicr in irre¬ 
ducible reality and fixed hostility to the end —Trotsky and 
Stalin. 

In ih(' summer of 1920 the Joint Opposition fex erislily or¬ 
ganized its adh(‘rents. It sent out its emissaries to parly branches 
in Moscow and Leningrad to make contact there with members 
who had been known to hold critical \ iews of olTicial policy in 
order to form tluan into Opposition groups and induce them to 
speak with the Opposition's voice to their party cells. Anxious to 
spread the network of its groups, tlu* Opposition sent out its 
emissaries to many provincial towTis as wt* 11 , furnishing them 
with instructions, jiajiers, and ‘theses’, dealing with its attitudes. 

Soon the comings and goings of the emissaries attracted the 
attention of the General Secretariat, which kept track of 
the movements of those suspected to be in sympathy with the 
0 ]^position. Trotskyists and Zinovievists w^ere summoned to 
party headciuarters to explain their doings. The party com¬ 
mittees, wdienevcr they learned of any gatherings of opposi¬ 
tionists, sent their representatives on the spot to disband the 
meetings as illegal. When this w^as of no avail, they dispatched 
squads of zealots and rulTians to break up the meetings. The 
Opposition was thus driven to organize more or less clandes¬ 
tinely. Its supporters met stealthily in the homes of humble 
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workers in suburban tenement blocks. \Vhen llic squads ol 
disrupters traced them there too and dispersed lliem, they 
assembled in small groups at cemeteries, in woods on the 
outskirts, and so on; and they posted guards and sent out 
patrols to protect their meetings. The long hand of the General 
Secretariat reached to the remoteness of these odd assembly 
places as well. There was no lack of grotesque incidents. One 
day, for instance, the sleuths of the Moscow (ommitti'c dis¬ 
covered a clandestine meeting in a wood outsider tin* city. 'J'he 
meeting was presided over by a high official of the l‘’.xecuti\ e ol* 
the Comintern, one of Zinoviev's lieutenants; and it was ad¬ 
dressed by no less a person than Lashevich, iheDejnily Coniinissai 
of VV^ar. Zinoviev, as President of the Communist Inienialional, 
used the facilities of his office for disseminating Opposition 
papers and contacting groups. The headcjuarteis of the Inter¬ 
national became the hub, as it were, of the Opposition; and lliis 
fact, too, quick!) attracted Stalin's attention. 

Such were the circumstances under which tlu' Clpposition 
managed to recruit and organize scvirral thousand regular ad¬ 
herents. The estimates of its actual membership, of which 
approximately one half were Trotskyists and the other Zino- 
vievists, vary from 4,000 to 8,000.^ The remnants ol'the Workers* 
Opposition, a few hundred men at the most, also declared their 
accession. The Joint Opposition was anxious to rally all wlio 
were willing to join, regardless of past difiTerences; it aspired to 
become the great assemblage of all Bolshevik disse.iilei s. It may 
therefore be held that it suffered a de(:isi\T initial di feat when 
it did not succeed in recruiting a larger following. Compared 
with the party's total membership, which amounU'd to about 
three-quarters of a million, a few thousand oppositionists formed 
a tiny minority. 

The strength of the factions should not, however, be seen only 
in the light of these, figures. The great majority of the party 
was a jelly-like mass; it consisted of meek and obedient mem¬ 
bers, without a mind and a will of their own. It was more than 
four years now since Lenin had declared that tlie party was 
virtually worthless as a policy-making body, and that only the 
Old Guard, that ‘thin stratum* which counted no more than 
several thousand members, was the repository of Bolshevik 

* The lower estimate comirs from Stalinist sources, the hiKl»ci* noin 'I'rotskyist. 
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Lraclilions and ])rinciples.^ 'J 1 ic result of the Opposition's re¬ 
cruiting di iN'c ought to lx* judged in the light of this statement. 
The Opposition drew its support not from tlu* imnl mass but 
from lh(‘ thoughtful, active, and energetic elements, mostly 
from th(‘ Old (luard, and partly from young Communists. 
Opportunists and careerists kept aloof. The sight of broken-up 
meetings and the loud threats, to which Stalinist and Bukharinist 
zealots treated the adherents of the Opposition, frightened away 
the timid and lht‘ cautious. The f(‘w trimmers who in 1923 
had still ])ut their stakes on the wrong liorsc and had described 
ihems('l\'es as 'Froiskyists now had the chance to redeem theiri- 
sf‘l\i‘s by joining the ruling iaciions. The several thousand 
'fiolskyists and /ino\'ievists were, like the professional re\'olu- 
tionaries of old, men and women who felt strongly about iht* 
great issues and braved grave pcrsotial risks. Most of them had 
been prominent among the Bolslicwik cadres in the most critical 
times and liad had many political ties with the working class. 
It is dou'oifi'.l whether the core of the ruling Iaciions was 
stronger cm ji numerically. For the lime being tlie Bukliarinists 
st'cmed to be more popular than the Stalinists; yc't, two years 
lienee tliey were' to lie defeated far more easily than the Joint 
Opposition liad been, although one of their leaders presided 
over the Caiuncil of the People's Commissars, another over tlu* 
trade unions, and still another over the Communist Inter¬ 
national. As to the Stalinist faction, its strength lay not in its 
size, bnt in its leader’s complete mastery of the party machine, 
'fhis allowed him to draw on all the party's resources, to rig 
elections, to manufacture majorities, to veil tlie seellonal and 
jKTSonal eharaeter of his policy—in a word, to identif)' his own 
I'action with lh<' ])arly. At tlu' most, only about 2(),(>t)o people 
were of their own choice, directly, and actively involved in the 
momentous inner-party conflict. 

'J'he Joint Opposition oflicially proclaimed its existence at a 
session of the Central Commillee in tlu‘ middle ofjtily.^ Shortly 
after lla^ opening of the session, Trotsky read a statement o( 

* Sre ji. mj. 

* This was a jcnni session oT the Central C.oniiniit<T and the ("enlral Cv>niio 
(ioinniission; it lasted from 14 to 23 July. The Trotsky Archives^ KPSS v Rczoln^ 
t\ynkh^ vnl. ii, pp. 148- (19. N. Popov, Outline History of the CPSi', vol. ii, pp. 271- tt'. 
I-. 1 Volsky, AJoya J^hizn, vol. ii, pp. 260-75. E. Yaruslav*sky, Aus der Geschichte dtr 
Komm, Partei d, Sowjetunion, vol. ii, pp, 394 ff. 
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polic y in which lie, Zinoviev, and KainciuA, ('xpivssing ici»i< l 
over th(‘ir past quarrels, ch'clared it as their common piirjiosc' t(» 
iiee the party Iroiu the lyraniiv oi ils ‘api^aralus" and to work 
for the restoration ol’ inner-parly dc inocracy. Tlie Opposition 
defined its attitude as that of the Bolshevik Lvi\, defendin.t; the 
interests ol’tlie workinq; class against tlie weallliy peasantry, the 
N.K.P. boi]rgc'oisie,and thebiireaucracy.l'he [irsloriis(iesid<aata 
was a demand foj- ilie up-grading of industrial \vag(‘s. 'rh<‘ 
government had decreed a wage stop, authorizing no increase 
in workers' earnings unless it wasjnstiiied by a rise in j)i()(!ue- 
tivity. Against this the Opposition held that the conditiem of lh(‘ 
working class was so wretched wages wiic still low(-r than 
l)efore the revolution- that in order to aehie\(‘ a. rise in prc^.- 
ductivity it was nccc\ssaiy lirst 10 imprmc llie w fn kers' lot. 'JMiey 
should be free to stake out claims ihrongh lh<' trade iinions and 
to bargain with the industrial admlnisiralion, in‘<iejd of br ing 
eompc'Iled to submit to dictates and of sc'cing the trade unions 
turned into the stat(‘'s obedient tools. The Opposition also 
demanded a reform in taxation, 'flic government drew iK 
revenue increasingly from indirc'cl taxes, the l>rLint oi' uiiieii 
was, as always, borne by the poor. This burden. th<‘ Opposition 
argued, ought to be lightened, and the X.K.P. bourgeoisir^ 
ought to be made to pay higher tax rates on ])r()hls.‘ 

From a jjarallel viewpoint the Opposition appioac hrd mnil 
affairs. There, too, it urged a reform of taxation, claiming that 
the single agricultural tax, which was then In force, bi nelile'd the 
rich. It urged that thc! great mass o\'hi(Inyaks^ 30 40 j^c r rent, 
all smallholders, be exempt from taxation, and that the rest of 
the peasantry pay a progressive* lax wliic h w ould lall heax iest on 

‘ The Opposition regairhrcl it as scandalous that ihf* vjov -i nnicjit should obtain 
a hij^h proportion ol revenue IVoin the state monopoly of v<trlka and ac;((nire iherebv 
a vi-sted interest in the drunkeriness of the masses. Whal ihf: ^fovernment gained as 
producer of vodka it lost as industrial employerr tltrouj'h the. ineltit iency cJ (liimken 
workers and a hi,till rate ol' accidents in industr\'. 'J’h«: .novermnent excu.S(.*d tin- 
vodka monopoly on the ground that it cmnbaled elTi ( ly the even more dis¬ 
astrous mass consumption orhornc-brewed alcohol. 'I’his was adniittedly a difiiciilt 
question. Fhe Opposition proposed tliat the government should tenlalivtily, a.s an 
experiment, suspt-nd the vodka monopoly Itn* a year or two. "I’he iiiajorily rejected 
this proposal. Within the first week ol liar October Revolution, sve remember, the 
bolsheviks had 10 contend with the .scourge of ma.s.s drunkenness which belonged 
to the heritage of Mrither Russia. (The Pw/ihel Armed, pp. 322 4.) '1 Vn years later 
the scourge was still tiiere; it was used by the rulers as a fi.scal convenience and it 
kept the masses politically befuddled. 
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the kulaks. The Opposiiiot} further pressed for the collectiviza¬ 
tion of iiirniing. It did not advocate Ibreed or wholesale eol- 
ieclivizalion or the ‘li(|uidation of the kulak as a class’. It 
envisaged a loiig-terni relonii to be carried out gradually, wiili 
tht' j^easantiy’s cojisnu, and to l)e furthered by the govern¬ 
ment’s credit ])olic\ aial the use of industrial resources. None of 
the Oppcvsiiionks prr)posals went farther than the demands for a 
|nT cent, rise' in tax rai(‘s for kulaks and for virtually com- 
puisory grain loans which would allow the govTinnu nt to step 
u|}( xpen tsandtoproci'ed with theiinpert ofindustrialmacliiru’ry. 
In the j’ace of strong ollicial denials th(' Opjx)sition maintained 
that the yield of new taxation and ol‘ the grain loans should 
enable the govi rnineiit to inerease industrial investment funds, 
despit(‘ rises in wages and tax reliefs for )X)or peasants. 

'l’h(‘ ()j)jxisiiion's programme* cuhninaied in tin* demand I'or 
more lapid industrialization. Onee again 'i'roisky, this time 
witli Zinnviev's and Kamenev's support, charged the govern- 
iiienl with inabilils to think ahead and plan. So timid had ofli- 
eial policy be**n and s(» n‘sign('d to tin' ‘snail's pace’ that as a 
rule industrial d('\vlf)piih‘nt ran alu'ad of ollicial anticipations. 
In ie,Jj tile iron and steel industries and trans|)orl reached the 
targets wliitdi i!ii' Supre im- Clouiiril ol'the National Kconomy 
had not expeeieci to be attained b(*fbre io-;o. How much more 
im|>elus eoiild ;i I'ar-sighltd and vigoioiis direction impart to 
the ecoiiom) ! The Iburteenth congn'ss had deelan'd itself in 
favour of raising the targets and aeeelerating the tempo. Jhii 
tlicse resolutions had liad no praeiieal effect: they were plainly 
ignored by a routine-ridden bureaiieraey. To break the inertia 
nothing less would do than a eoniprehcnsive and specific plan 
covering fi\'e or evcni eiglu years ahead. TJive ns a real ln\i‘ 
Year Plan’ was the Opjiosition's wateiiwmd. 

'I’he more firmly the Opposition pressed for the dcvelopineni 
of the socialist sector of the ('eonomy, the more categorically did 
it r(j(‘cl socialism in a single country. This became the (arntral 
‘ideological’ issue. The Op]X)sition repudiated the idea of a 
nationally self-sullieieiit soeialism as incompatible with Leninist 
tradition and Marxist principle. It held that despite all the 
delays in the spnxid of international revolution, the party had 
no reason to view the future of the U.S.S.R. in isolation and to 
dismiss IxTorehand the j)rosprct of revolutionary developments 
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abroad. The building of socialism would in any case extend over 
many decades, and not just a few years—wliy then should it be 
assumed that the Soviet Union would all lliis tiim* stand alone 
as a wfn'kers’ state? This was what the Stalinists and Bukharinists 

assumed.otherwise they would not liave insisted so stubbornK 

that the parly must accept socialism in a single country as an 
article of faith. 

Here then was the party’s (‘iitin* international orientation 
at stake. To assume beforehand that th<‘ Soviet Union would 
lia\'e to build socialism alone throughout was to abandon tiie 
prospect of international revolution; and to abandon it was in 
refuse to work for it, even to obstruct it. 'J’hc Opjiosition main- 
taiiK'd that by ‘eliminating' internalitmal revolution from their 
theoretical conception, Stalin and Bukharin tend* d to eliminate 
it also IVom their practical policies. Already thr (Jominicrn's 
strategy was strongly coloured by Bukharin's \it‘ws on tin- 
‘stabilization of capitalisin'; and both Stalin and Btikliarin, so 
Trotsky and Zinoviev pointed out, were su'ering lairopean 
communism if not towards self-liquidation llum at least towards 
an accommodation with tin* partitas of the Second International 
and the relbrmist trade unions, 'flus took the form o( an ‘oppor¬ 
tunist.’ unitird front, in which lh(' Communist [>arties ibilowed 
the Social Democratic lead and adapted themseKes to ih(‘ 
reformist attitude. Of such tactics the very negation of direc¬ 
tives worked out at (‘arlier congn^sses of lh(‘ (iommunisi 
International the Anglo-Soviet Council was the outstanding 
example. It arose from a pact between the le aders of the trade 
unions in the two countries. At no point did it or c onld it bring 
Communists in contact with the reformist masses and enable 
them to influence the lattfT. At no point, therefore, did or could 
the pact further the class struggle in Britain. On the contrary, the 
Opposition argued, by cultivating frii'ndship with the British 
trade-union leaders while these curbed industrial unrest and 
even broke a general strike. Soviet Communists contributed to 
the confusion of the British workers, who could not tell friend 
irom foe. 'IVotsky and, to a lesser extent, Zinoviev and Kamenev 
concentraU'd their attack on the Anglo-Soviet Council as the 
epitome of that tacit abandonment of revolutionary purpose 
which they saw as the premiss and the corollary of socialism in a 
single country. 
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The Statement wliich Trotsky read at the July session of the 
Central GommiUec contained little that either he or his partners 
had not said before. But this was the first time that they brought 
logetluT the criticisms and proposals in a comprehensive declara¬ 
tion of policy and confronted the ruling factions wdth a joint 
challenge. Tlie l eaction was vehement. The debate's were heated; 
and the exacerbation was heightenc'd l)y a grim incident. Dzer¬ 
zhinsky, highly strung and ill, delivered a long and violent 
s|X'ech denoiineing the leaders of' the Opposition, especially 
Kamenev, f or two hours his high-pitclied scream pierced the 
('ars of the audience. Then, leaving the rostrum, he suffered a 
heart attack, collapsed, and died in the lobliy before the eyes of 
the Central Committee. 

Straightway the Central Committee rejected the Opposition's 
demand for a review of the wage scales. The leaders of the 
majority maintaiiH'd that goods were scarce and that rises in 
wages, if unrelated to productivity, would cause inflation and 
worst'll rather than improve the w'orkers’ lot. The Central 
Cennmittee refust'd to (‘xt mpt iioor farmers from taxation and 
to impose heavic’r taxes on others. It resisted the demand for 
accelerated industrialization. It, finally, reaflirmed its support 
for Stalin's and Bukharin's ComintiTn policy and in particular 
for tlu' Anglo-Soviet Council. But over all these matters the 
ruling factions wen' embarrassed and on the defensive; and it 
was not on grounds of policy but on those of party discipline 
that Stalin counter-attacked. 

Stalin charged the; chiefs of the Opposition with forming a 
regular liu tion witliin tlie party and thus violating the Leninist 
ban, now more than five years old. He aimed his blow at the 
weaker, the Zinovievist, si'etion of the Opposition. He iin- 
pc'ached Zinoviev for abusing his position as President of the 
Communist International and furthering the Opposition’s acti¬ 
vity from his head(|uarters; he arraigned Lashcvich and a group 
of lesser oppositionists for holding the ‘clandestine’ meeting in the 
WTiods outside ^Moscow; and, finally, he brought up the case of 
one Ossovsky, who liad expressed the view^ that the. Opposition 
should constitute itsc'lf into an independent political movement 
and engage Stalin's and Bukharin’s party in open hostility/^?;?! 
without rather than act as a loyal opposition within. Troisky 
dissociated himself and the Opposition from this view; but he 
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pointed out that if some members came to despair of the party 
and saw no hope of reforming it from within, the blame lay 
with the leaders who had done their utmost to block e\'ery 
attempt at reform. The Central Committee resolved to expel 
Ossovsky from the party, to dismiss Lashe\'ich from the Central 
Committee and the Commissariat of War, and to deprive 
Zinoviev of his seat in the Politbureau.^ 

Thus at this first formal encounter the Joint Opposition met 
with a severe reverse. The expulsion from the party of one of its 
adherents, even though he was a little-known ‘extremist', was a 
menacing warning. With Lashcviclfs demotion tin* OpjKrsition 
was cut off from the Commissariat of War. The worst shock was, 
ofcours(‘, Zinoviev’s dismissal from the Politbureau. As Kaini*ne\’ 
had since the fourteenth congress been only an alternate mem¬ 
ber, both ex-triumvirs had already lost \oting rights on the 
Politbureau; and of the chiefs of the Opposition Trotsky aloiu' 
held his seat. It was because of his role in the Poiitbunxiu that 
Zinoviev had pnsided over the Communist lnt(‘rnational; it 
was now unthinkable that he should go on presiding. 'Phat 
Stalin had dared to depose tin; man whom only i\ short tinu' 
ago many had considered as the senior triumvir was a sign ol* 
his extraordinary strength and self-confid(TK:e. H(‘ carrit‘d out 
the act with lightning dispatch and observing punctiliously all 
the statutory niceties. The proposal for Zinoviev’s demotion 
had been duly tabled before the Central Committee, which 
alone w’as entitled to appoint and dismiss Politbureau members; 
and a massive majority voted for it. 

Already at this stage there was in theory nothing to prevent 
Stalin from depriving Trotsky too of his Politbureau seat. He 
was not quite sure, however, that he would ol>tain the same' 
massive majority for further reprisals; and he realized that 
a show of moderation could only strengthen his hand. By tack¬ 
ling the Opposition piecemeal he prepared party opinion all 
the better for the final show-down. Meantime he had little io 
fear from the Opposition’s declarations of principle and state¬ 
ments of policy or from its demonstrations of protest staged at 
the Central Committee or the Politbureau. Little o(' what the 

* X. Popov, Outline History of the CPSU, vol. ii, jip. 279-92; E. Yaro.slavsk\, 
op. dt., part ii, chapter 10; The Trotsky Archinesi Stalin, Smbinenya, vol. viii, pp. 
170- 203; A 7 ^V.S' i Rezolntsyakhf vol. ii, pp. 160-6. 



28i 


THK decisivp: contest; 1926-7 

chiefs of ihc Opposition said there percolated to the cells down 
below and still less transpired in the press. As long as this was 
so and tin* ruling coalition maintained its solidarity, the verbal 
battles in the Politbureau and the (aTitral Committee led the 
Opposition nowhere. 

Precisely because of this there was nothing left for the Oppo¬ 
sition to do but to aj)peal at last to the rank and file against iliv 
Politbureau and the Central Committee. In the summer of 
1926 'Protsky and Zinoviev instructed their adherents to bring 
their common views to the notice of all party members, to dis¬ 
seminate policy statements, tracts, and ‘ihescs’, and to speak up 
in tht^ cells. The chiefs of the Opposition tli(‘niselves w'ent into 
tlie fa('tori<‘s and workshops In address gatlierings. IVolsky 
inad(‘ surprise appearances at large* meetings held in Moscow’s 
motor-ear factory and railway workshops. But the h'aders of’the 
Opposition w<‘re no mon* fortunate in thear efforts to shape 
party ojjiniou from below than they had bi‘en in th(*ir attempts 
to influence policy from above. The party machine was ahead 
of'them. I’A crv where its agents, /calots and hecklers, m(*t them 
w’iili dcrisiv<‘ booings, smothered their arguments in an infernal 
noise, intimidated audieiiees, broke up meetings, and made it 
physically impossible ll>r the speakers to obtain a lu'aring. Vov 
the first lime in nearly iliiriy years, for tlie first lime since he had 
bi'gun his career as revolutionary orator, I’rotsky Ibund himself' 
facing a crowd helplessly. .Against the scornful uproar with 
which he was met and the obsessive hissings and hootings, his 
most cogent arguments, his genius lor persuasion, and his power¬ 
ful and sonorous voice were of no ;ivail. Tlie insults to wdiich 
other speakers were subjected were even more brutal. It was 
clear tliat the Opposition’s iirsi concerted appeal to parly 
opinion had met with failure. 

Stalin presently boasted that it was the good honest Bolshevik 
rank and fill* that liad administered the Opposition tlie well- 
des(T\rd rebuff. Tlie Opjiosition rcjilied that lie had incited 
against it the worst elenuMils, Limipcaijirolelarians and hooli¬ 
gans, who w^oiild not allow tlic decent rank and file to become 
acquainted with the Opposition’s views. Stalin had indeed had 
no scruple; and the uproar with which his agents met Trotsky, 
Zinoviev, and their friends could hardly be mistaken for tlu* 
‘voice of the peopUf. This, however, did not fully account ibr 
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the Opposition's humiliating experience. Gangs of rowdies could 
disrupt the large meetings because tlie majority was either in 
sympathy or at least indifferent. An interested and self-dis¬ 
ciplined audience usually knows how to eject or silence noisy 
individuals who try to prevent it from lislening and collecting 
its thoughts. Behind the hooligans with their catcalls there w(‘re 
silent crowds, tame or unimpressionablt* enough not to think it 
worthwhile to exert themseh es and assuii' order. At bottom it 
was the apathy of the rank and file that worstt d the Op|)ositi(m. 

Vet the claims which tiu* Opposition liad raised on behalf ol 
the workers, such as the demand for a rise in wages, wrvr 
calculated to destroy apathy. Why them did they fail to evoke 
a response? On wages the ruling factions made a show ol 
yielding. In July thi^y had categorically rcllised to consider th(‘ 
claim, declaring that an increase in wages would greatly harm 
the national economy. But. in iSepi('rnl>er, seeding that their 
adversari<.!S were about to appeal to the rank and file, Stalin 
and Bukharin forestalh'd tluTU and j)romised a rise* to bent\(it 
the lowest r)aid and the most discontented groups of workers. 
The excuse for the change of ])olicy was that tin* ecrmornic situa¬ 
tion had radically iniprov(‘d, although no such improv(‘ment 
did or could occur within two months. I’he Opposition thus 
scored a partial success, but saw itself robbed of a most eflixiive 
argument. Stalin further confounded it when he began to 
appropriate Trotsky's ideas on industrial policy. He was not l)y 
any means ready as yet for all-out industriali/ation; but in 
framing his resolutions and statements he borrowed many 
formulas and even entire passages from Trotsky. 

The outlines of the party's rural policy were similarly blurred. 
Stalin insisted that the diflerenrc's between the ruling factions 
and the Opposition were over the treatment not of tlie kulak, 
but of the middle peasant. I'he outcry against the kulak at the 
fourteenth congress had had its effect. It had aroused in the 
cadres a sneaking suspicion of the neo-PopuIist school. Bukharin 
could no longer afford to speak in public about the need to 
appease the strong farmer. The climate of Bolshevik opinion 
had changed: the kulak was once again recognized as the 
enemy of socialism. Although the government was still wary 
of antagonizing him and refused to burden him with higher 
taxes, it was in no mood to make new concessions either. There 
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was now no question of any nco-N.E.P. Not that matters had 
improved. Caught between conflicting pressures, official policy 
was lixecl in imnu)l)ility. It had the worst of both worlds: it 
could count neither on tlie advantages wliich appeasemc'iit of 
tlie kulak might have yielded, nor on those which rigorous 
social and fis('al measure's might have* produced. The Opposi¬ 
tion still had a strong case. Stalin, however, succeeded in divert¬ 
ing attention from it: he accused 'Trotsky and Ziiioviev of trying 
to push the party to a conflict wiih tin* many millions of the 
middle peasants, those mir/hiks par excrllcnvc who w'ere no 
exploiters, whosi* attaclmuait to |>rival(‘ jnoperly was therefore 
harmhss, and wlu^se good will was (ssential to the alliance 
between |)i‘olelarial and peasantry. 

The Opposition had in truth no quarrel with the middle 
peasants.' It did not ask the party to turn the fiscal screws on 
them and the mass iA'Mirdnyaks, barely self-suffieient on their 
smallholdings, could not eontribuU' much anyhow to the solu¬ 
tion of tli(‘ nation's fo(Kl problian. However, the charge lliat tin* 
Opj^osiiion was out for the sfre(ln\ak\ blood damaged its caust*. 
OiK'c again, as in 1923 and 1924, lioslsofin'opagandisls depicted 
Trotsky as lh(' peasantry's arch-enemy; and they added that 
/in()vie\' and Kameiu’v had become infected with Trotsky's 
hostility towards lh(' muzhik. In the party cells people could 
no longer make head or tail of the charges and counter-charges. 
'TJicy had been apprehensive (»rBukhariivs pleas for the strong 
farmer; and now they became at least as distrustful of Trotsky’s 
and Zinoviev's intentions. The last thing the wwkers, most of 
whom had their roots in the country, could look forward to w as 
a conflict witli th(‘ peasantry. They wished for safety first. As 
this w^as what Stalin seemed to offer them, they \vxTe wary of 
sticking out their necks for the Opposition. 

Staliivs strength lay in the appeal he made to the popular 
craving for peace, safety, and stability. IVolsky once again ap- 
j)ear(!d to go against that craving and to offend it. The ^veariness 
of the imisses and their fear ol‘risky experiments formed a con¬ 
stant bac kground to the struggle. On that weariness and fear 
Stalin played e\'en more strongly wiicn he sought to justify his 

* The Opposition claimed, however, lliai the Suilinists and the Biikharinisis 
often play<‘d down the strength of capitalist farming by classifying tlie kulak a?; a 
serednyak. 
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foreign policy. Once again he depicted Trotsky as the Qiiixote 
of communism, who might involve the party in i1h‘ most 
perilous ventures. 

Trotsky’s policy [he said, defending the Anglo-Sov iet Council ] is 
one of spectacular gestures ... he takes as his starting pf»int not real 
men, not real and living workers . . . hut some ideal and airy crea¬ 
tures, revolutionaries I’rom head to loot. . . . We saw him c.pplying 
this policy for the first time during the negotiations at Hn‘si laiovsk, 
when he refused to sign the peace between Russia and Cennatty and 
indulged instead in a spectacular gesture, assuming tliat this could 
arouse the workers of all coururit‘s against im|)erialism. . . . 
know well, comrades, how dearly we paid for that. Into whose hands 
did 'frotsky’s spectacular gesture play:* Into the hands of. . . all 
those who strove to strangle the still iinconsf)lidat('d Snvir i Ri |)u})lic. 
. . . No, comrades, we are not g(jing to adopt this poliev of spectacn- 
Jar gestures, wc are not going to do it today any more than we did at 
the time of Brest . . . we do not want our party to bec-omc a jday- 
thing in the hands of our enemies.” 

The juxtaposition ol’the Brest Litovsk l\‘aee and tlu‘ Anglo- 
Soviet Council was altogether incongruous: wen a straighi 
breach between Soviet and British trad(‘-unioii leaders and 
because of Zinoviev's objections the Opposition did not i)ress 
for this—could not conceivably expose tin* Soviet I'nifui to 
dangers remotely comparable with those it had had to liu e 
during the Brest Litovsk crisis. 'J’he eliarge sounded even inorf* 
grotesque when Bukharin made it; in J918 he h‘d the war panv 
which was defeated only when 'IVotsky, on whose volt! th(‘ issm* 
hung, cast his vote for peace.- But who knew and who rtmieni- 
bered the details of that great drama? The memory of tlie 
Bolshevik party was short; all the c^isitT was it to arouse it to 
fear of Trotsky’s Microic gestures’. 

This was also the mood in which the ordinary Bolshevik 
listened to the debates ov(*r socialism in a single country. It was 
extremely difficult for him to judge the issue on its merits. The 
controversy, in so far as it had not bogged down in distortions 
and sophistries, was between two schools of economists, one 
conceiving the ‘building of socialism’ within a nationally sell- 
contained system and the other viewing it in the context of tlie 

* Stalin, Sochinenya, voj. viii, pp. if)f» i. 

“ See The Prophet Armed, cliai)ter xi. 
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hroadrsl intrrnalional division ol’labour. Only tlu' mosi edn- 
(aW-d party inriiil)(Ts roiild li>IJovv tlu* a.rguni#‘iil on this level, 
'l lh- rank and lilt rould not. i^rasp why Zinoviev and Kainenc\ 
insisted that Russia's internal resources, although abundant 
enough lo allow much progress, W'ould not be sullicient lor the 
<’stablishinent C)!' I'ully fledg(‘d socialism. Still less could they 
absorb 'IVolsky's reasoning which Avas rootc^d in deeper layers of 
Marxist thought. He argued that although socialist revolution 
might Ibr a time be conhned to the boundaries ol a single state, 
socialism could not be achieved within the fraimnvork of any 
natioji-state, not ev('n one as vast as the Soviet Union or as tin* 
iuiited Stales. .Marxism had always envisaged socialism in 
terms ol an international community, biraust* it held that his¬ 
torically society tended towards integration on an ever larger 
scale. In the transition from tin* feudal to the bourgeois order 
lau'ope had ovcicorue its medieval })ariicularisins. 'J’he bour¬ 
geoisie had cri'ated the national market; and on its basis the 
mt>dern nation-state liad taken shape. But the productive 1‘oices 
and economic i nergies ol'thc advanced nations could not settle 
within national boundaries; thiw had outgrown these even 
under ca|)italism Avith its int(M*national division of labour. th(‘ 
outstanding feat of ])rogress achievi*d by the bourgeois \Vest.‘ 
Marx, who on this point Avas Smith’s and Ricardo’s faithful 
rlisciplc*, had wrilttai in the (sommunisl Manifesto: 

Modern inclii^try has established the world market . . . [which] 
has given an iumieuse tievelopmeut to coniinerce, na\igalion, and 
eoiniminieation In land. . . . 'I’he need of a eonstanlly expanding 
market for its y)rodiicts chases the bourgeoisie over the wholt* surface 
of the glol)c. . . . 'flu* bourgeoisie has given ... a cosmopoliuiu 
c haracter to |)roduction and consumption in every country. To the 
fjrent chaf^rin of reactionaries, the bourgeoisie has draicu from under the feet 
•f industry the national ground on xvhich it stood. ... In place oj the old local 
and national seclusion and scifsuf iciency we now have the many-sided inter¬ 
course of nations and their universal interdependence.^ 

lIoAv then, 'frotsky asked, could one see socialism as standing 
only on its national ground, in seclusion and self-sufficiency? 
1 he high level of technology, efficiency, and abundance Avhich 

* In the 1930's Trotsky accordingly saw in the relapse of the buuigeois West into 
<xonoinic nationalism (especially in the autarchy of ilie Third Reich) the surest 
sign of its decay. * italics. 
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socialism presupposed, a level superior to that achie\^cd by 
capitalism, could not be attained within a closed and backward 
economy. Socialism was even more dependent than capitalism 
had been on the hnany-sided intercoursi' of nations’. It must 
carry international division of labour incomparably liirlher 
than the bourgeoisie had ever dreamt of carrying it; and while 
the latter developed it only fitfully and undesignedly, socialism 
would plan it systematically and rationally. The (;once|)t of* 
socialism in one country was therclbre not merely unreal -it 
was reactionary as well: it ignored the logic of*historic de\'elop- 
iiient and the structun! of the modern world. Even inon^ 
emphatically than before Trotsky advocated the id<"a of the 
United States of Europe as a preliminary to a socialist world 
community. 

Whatever the merits or demerits of this reasoning, it ^v'as 
beyond the ken of the rank-and-file Bolshevik whose support tin* 
Opposition sought to enhst. Two years later, when he was al¬ 
ready in exile, Radek, pondering over the reasons for the Op¬ 
position’s defeat, wrote to Trotsky that they had approached 
their task as pro])agandists, dealing in great but abstract theories, 
not as political agitators seeking to arouse response lor popular 
and practical ideas.^ No doubt, Radek wrote this in a (h^leatisi 
mood he was presently to surrender to Stalin -and he did tlu‘ 
Opposition less than justice. The practical ideas which the 
Opposition had advanced fits proposals about wages, taxation, 
industrial policy, proletarian democracy, and so forth) also 
failed to impress ordinary party members. ITien! was, all the 
same, some truth in Radek’s remark. I’he rank and file were 
weary, disillusioned, and prone to isolationism. Not for them 
were the sweeping historical prospects I'rotsky unfolded. 'Ehey 
craved, as Varga had put it, for a doctrine of consolation which 
would compensate them for the sacrifices they had made and 
were called upon to make. Socialism in one country was a feat 
of the myth-creation which was to mark the whole progress of* 
Stalinism and which sought to conceal the gulf between Bol¬ 
shevik promise and fulfilment. To Trotsky that mylh-crcation 
was a new opium for the people which the party should have 
refused to purvey. 

' Kadek's memorandum *Nado dodumat du kontsa’, written in njad (no 
precise date), in The Trotsky Archives. 
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Our party |hc wrotr] in its licroic period looked forward un- 
res<TV(*dIy to intcrnatioruil revolution, not I.0 socialism in one coun¬ 
try. 1. rid<*r this Ixinner and with a prograninKr which stated frankly 
that backward Russia alone . . . could not achieve socialism, our 
(omirmnisl \ outh passc'd through tlie most strenuous years of civil 
war, enduring hunger, cold, and epidemics, worked of its own 
accord week-end shifts of hard labour (subbolniki)^ studied, and paid 
for every step forward with numberless sacrifices. Party inemliers 
and co?fisomolf\Y Ibught at the Iroiits and [on their rest days] volun¬ 
teered to load logs of wood at the railway stations, not because they 
lu)p(:*d to l)uild with these logs national socialism - they served the 
cause of international rex olution, for which it was essential that the 
Soviet fortress slioiild hold out; every log went to buttress that 
fortnrss. . . . 'Phe limes have changed . . . but the principle still 
retains its lull force. 'J’he worker, the poor peasant, the partisan, and 
the > <nmg communist have shown hy their entire conduct up to 1925 
that tliey have no need f)f the new gospel. It is the oflieial wlio looks 
down on the inas.s(‘s, the petty administrator who does not wish to 
Ijc disturbed, and the hanger-on of the party machine . . . who need 
it. It is they who think . . . that you cannot deal witli tin* people 
wilhoiu a doctrine of consolation. . . . The worker who understands 
that it is iinpossil)Ie t(j build a socialist paradise as an oasis amid the 
inierno of world capitalism and who realizt‘S that the lai(‘ of the 
Soviet Republic aiul bis own fate depend entirely on internaiional 
revolution - that worker will fulhll his duties towards the Soviet 
Union mueh more energetically than the one who is told and beliex es 
that we already hav(! ‘a 90 percent socialism’.* 

L;iifortuniiteJy I'or llic Opposition and lor 'JVotsky, the weary 
and disilliisiont'cl mass, and not merely the ‘petty official and 
the hanger-on’, responded to the doctrine of consolation more 
readily than to the heroic evocation of permanent revoliuion. 
rhey deluded themselves that Stalin offered them the safer, the 
easier, the painless road. 

Socialism in one country also stirred the people’s national 
pride, while'Protsky’s j^leas for internationalism suggested to the 
simple-minded that he held that Russia could not rely on hcrscll* 
and so he inainlaini'd that lier salvation would ultimately have to 
come from a revolutionized West. This could not but hurt the self- 
confidence ol*a people that had achieved the greatest of revolu¬ 
tions—a self-confidence which, despite all the miseries of daily 

* Trotsky, The Third Intermtioml After Unin, p. G7. The English translation has 
lufii partly rephrased. 
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life, was real (‘lUMiph e\on though it was ruriously blt ndcd with 
political apathy, 'rrotsky dwelt on the archaic outlook of Russia 
as a formidable obstacle to socialism. The Bolshevik-Icd masses 
sensed tlicir backwardness; and the C)cl(>l)er Ri*volmion had 
been their protest against it. But nations, classes, and parties, 
like individuals, cannot live indefinitely with an acute aware¬ 
ness of their own inferiority. Sooner or later they seek to su})- 
press it. They begin to feel oifended whc*n they are reminded ol 
it too frequently; and they are outraged when they suspect that 
someone is l)ent on reminding them ol it. "Ihe apologists for 
socialism in one country made light of Russia’s backwardness, 
explained it away, and even denied it.^ They told the people 
that unaided they could achiexe the consummation of socialism, 
the supreme miracle ol’historx. It was nr)i merely the ('asier and 
safer road that Stalin ap]K*ared to open up - it was the ixitli of 
the chosen peojdc of socialisnij tin- j)a(h of Russia's j)eculiar 
revolutionary mi.ssioji oi which gem ralions ol Narodniks had 
dreamt. Indeed, two ri\al and (juasi-Messianic Ix'liels seemed 
pitted against one anollu'r: Trotskyism with its i'aith in the 
revolutionary vocation of tlie proletariat o(* tlu' \Vest; ami 
Stalinism with its glorification f)f Russia’s socialist destiny. Since 
the impotence of Western communism had been repeatedly 
demonstratc'd, it was a Ibregone conclusion which ol llies(‘ 
beliefs 'would evoke the greater popular response. 

However, ibr all his wishful belief in the proximity of revolu¬ 
tion in the West, it was Trotsky rather than his adversaries who 
took as a rule the more sober view of current world affairs. His 
revolutionary idealism did not pj'evt'iU him from approaching 
in a rigorously realistic manner specific situations either in the 
diplomatic field or in the communist movement. By its very 
nature, however, this sidc^ of his activity, his magisterial sur¬ 
veys and analyses of world events, eould not makt* much im- 
pntssion on the rank and file, who gr( vv or w er(‘ made cynically 
aw’are of the aura of' revolutionary romanticism which sur¬ 
rounded him. 

Ihc issues were further confused by the peculiar, scholastic 
style in which the controversies were conduc ted. Tor parallels 

* This found a reflection even in Holshcvik history writing, ( specially in Pokrov¬ 
sky’s view of the evolution of capitalis.n and of the state in Russia. Pokrovsky was 
then the orihodcjx, Stalinist historian. 
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we should hav(' to look to that medieval literature where theo¬ 
logians argued how many angels could sit on a pin-head or 
to the l almudic disputes over which came first, the. egg or the 
hen. When the ordinary Bolshevik heard Trotsky saying that 
the best way to advance socialism in Russia was to promote 
international revolution and Stalin replying that the best way 
to promote international revolution was to achieve socialism in 
Russia, the .subtlety of the dilference left him dizzy. Both sides 
argued from the canons of Leninist orthodoxy, canons which the 
triumvirs had first established in order to overwhelm Trotsky 
with them, and which they had succeeded in imposing upon 
him. Since then the orthodoxy had grown denser, harder, and 
more elaborate. Like so many orthodoxies, it served to exploit 
the moral authority ol aii inherited doctrine in the interest of 
ilie ruling group, to disguise the fact that that doctrine offered 
no clear ansv\<‘rs to new problems, to reinterpret its tenets, to 
kill di.ssent or doubt, and to discipline the faithful. It was vain 
to search Lenin's writings for solutions to the problems of the 
day. A few years earlier most of the problems had not yet arisen 
or were only incijiient; and even to the questions with w^hich 
Lenin had dealt the most contradictory answers could be found 
for he had dealt with them in varying situations and contradic¬ 
tory circumstances. This did not prevent the party leaders from 
(‘inploying terms which with Lenin were political expressions as 
if they had been theological formulae. I’liey quoted the lively 
epithets about his comrades which Lenin was wont to bandy 
about in controv ersy as if they had been Papal anathemas. The 
more independent-minded and capable of initiative any leading 
Bolshevik had been, the more such epithets about him could be 
culled from Lenin’s writings or correspondence—onlv the trim¬ 
mers and sycophants had nothing to fear from this kind of 
polemics. Lenin’s shadow was thus conjured up to massacre his 
i'riends and disciples who now led the Opposition. The Opposi¬ 
tion did its best to turn the shadow against the ruling factions. 
It alleged that it was its adversaries who were guilty of falsi¬ 
fying Lenin’s teachings, while the Opposition strove to bring 
the party ‘back to Leninism’. 

It was true that on the central issue of the controversy— 
socialism in one country—the Opposition’s claim to Leninist 
orthodoxy was extremely strong: Lenin had repeatedly spoken, 

B 7fiS7 u 
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as even Stalin and Bukharin had done up to 1924, about the 
impossibility of such a socialism.* If Stalin and Bukharin had 
been frc(‘ 10 argue their case frankly, they might have said that 
in Lenin’s lifetime the issue had not arisen in the hu'in it had 
assumed now, that the isolation ol the Russian Revolution had 
become much more evident since his de ath, that Lenin’s pro¬ 
nouncements on this subject had therefore become irrele\'ani, 
and that they were entitled to advance their new docti im* with¬ 
out paying any regard to sacred texts. But Stalin and Bukharin 
were not free to argue thus. They, too, were swayed by th(‘ 
orthodoxy of their making. They could not alh)rd to appear as 
the ‘revisionists’ oi' Leninism which they undoubtedly were. 
They had to present socialism in one country as a legitimate 
inference from Lenin's teachings, nay, as an idea d(‘Vclopcd b\' 
Lenin himself. Since the Leninist texts nevertheless bore strong 
witness in favour of the Opposition, Bukharin and Stalin had 
to divert the party’s attention from them by turning the con¬ 
troversy into an endless and bizarre quibbling and hair-si)litting 
Avhich left the rank and file nonplussed, irritated, and finally 
bored to death. It is wcllnigh impossible to convey in a historical 
narrative the obsessive repetitiveness and the unspeakable mono¬ 
tony of these scholastic performances. Yet the style ot* the eonlro- 
versy belongs to the V('ry core of the events: its repetitiveness 
and monotony performed a definite function in the political 
drama. They killed in the average Bolshevik and worker c\er\' 
interest in the issues under debate. I'hcy gave them the feeling 
that those issues were of concern only to dogmatists dealing in 
abstruse questions, but not to ordinary people. This deprived 
the Opposition of its audience and enabled the ruling factions 

* A detailed presentation and analysis of Lenin's atlitiide will bf found in my 
Life of Lenin. Here a few brief quotations from Lenin will suffice*: . . we put our 
stakes upon international revolution and were perfectly justified in dr>ing this. . . . 
We have always ernpha,sized that we look from an international view'j)oint and that 
in one country if is impossible to accomplish such a work as a socudisi revolution.' Lenin 
said this on the third anniversary of the ()rtr»ber rising. L<*nin, Sochinetriya^ 
vol. XXV, p. 474. (iqaliedition—Irom later editions the itali<'i/.ed passaije is omitted.) 
And again, alter the final end ol the civil w'ar lie declared: ‘We Iiav<" always and 
repeatedly told the wf>rkers that . . . the basic r<»ndiiiori of our victory lies in the 
spread of the revolution at least to several of the more advanced countries.' At the 
sixth congress of the Soviets he said: ‘The complete victory of thtr socialist revolu¬ 
tion is unthinkable in one country, for it requires the most active co-operation of 
at least several advanced countries among which Russia cannot be classed. . . .’ 
Lenin, Sochinenya (1950 ed.}, vol. xxviit, p. 132. 
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(o ‘prove clortrinr orthodox by apostolic blows and 

knocks’. 

Tlic 0 |)positioirs call ‘Back to Lenin!’ 1 ‘cll similarly on deal' 
cars when the Oi.i|}osition sought to remind the party of the 
li cedom in wliich it had discussed and had managed its affairs 
in JBenin’s time. Such reminders W('rc double-edged, for al- 
lliough it uas true that the Bolshe\'iks had enjoyed the fullesi 
frc’edom ol'expression nearly to the end of the Lenin era, it was 
also true that at its end Lenin himseli* had severely curtailed 
that freedom b) declaring the ban on factions and groups. 
SelI*-])res(Tvation, it might .st'crn, should have induced the Op¬ 
position to denounce the ban as pernicious or at least obsolete 
and to demand its aholition. But the Opposition had by now 
become S(» entangled in tin* net of orthodoxy that it did not 
dare raise its voice against a ban which had lx iiiiid it Lenin’s 
authority. In J92.J Trotsky dissociated himself even from his 
friends when some ol'tln in tried to advocate freedom for inner- 
party groupings.^ Two years later he still accepted the ban as 
valid, although he pointed out that it had been designed for a 
party (‘iijoying Ireedom of expression and that in a muzzled 
party discontent and dissent t(‘iuled (,)f necessity to assume fac¬ 
tional forms. I'lius the Joint Oj)position, having organized 
itself into a regular I'action, did not have the courage to defend 
the act; and this half'-heartedness made it doubly vulnerable. 
Only hypocrites, Stalin retorted, could call lor a return to Lenin 
and flout that ban on factions and that monolithic discipline 
which were essential principles olT.eninism. The Central Com¬ 
mittee, he concludc’d, must not allow factional activity to go 
unpunished: there should be no room in Bolshevik ranks for 
those who reject(Tl the Leninist conception of the party. 

The rebuff the Opposition had received from the cells and 
the threat of (*xpulsion which Stalin suspended over it caused 
disarray in its midst. Zinoviev and Kamen<‘V, whose hopes had 
swelled with expectations of easy success, were crestfallen. Their 
sense of dt*fcat was aggravated by remorse. They regretted that 
they had ever made the attempt to arouse the cells against the 
Central Committee, 'fhey were anxious to beat a retreat and 
to placate their adversaries. They were also uneasy over ideas 
that were becoming current on the ultra-radical fringe of the 

* Seep. 139. 
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Opposition, where many concluded that the party was com¬ 
pletely under Stalin's and Bukharin's thumb, incapable of 
absorbing any independent view, and hopelessly ossified; and 
that the Opposition should learn the lesson ol‘ its defeat and at 
last constitute itsell as an independent party. 'rhis\'iew, common¬ 
ly held by those who had originally come from the Workers’ 
Opposition and the Decemists, began to spread also among 
I’rotskyists—according to Trotsky’s testimony even Radt k was 
inclined to accept it.* 'Ihe advocates of the ‘ni*w party’ sought 
to justify their attitude on broader grounds: they argued that 
the old party was already in its ‘post-'llierrnidorian’ phase, that 
it had 'betrayed the revolution', that it no longer spoki! for the 
working class, and that it had become the champion of the 
bureaucracy, the kulaks, and the N.E.P. bourgeoisie. Some 
held that the .So\ iet republic was not a worktTs’ state any moic 
because its bureaucracy was a new ruling and exploiting class, 
which had disinherited the loiliTS and appropriatcxl the fruits 
of the revolution as the fVench bourgeoisie had done in j 794 
and after. The Opposition must therefore s< ek to over throw the 
bureaucracy just as Babeuf and his Conspiracy ol’ Ecjuals had 
sought to overthrow the post-Thermidorian bourgt‘oisie. 

Neither Zinoviev and Kamenev nor Trotsky agreixl with 
this. The ‘Soviet Thermidor’ was to them a danger to be 
averted, not an accomplished fact. The revolution, they held, 
had not yet come to a close. The bureaucracy was not a new 
ruling or possessing class, nor an independent social force, but 
merely a parasitic growth on the workers’ state. Socially and 
politically heterogeneous, torn between socialism and property, 
the bureaucracy might eventually yield to the N.E.P. bourgeoisie 
and the capitalist farmers and in alliance with these destroy 
social ownership and restore capitalism. As long, however, as 
this had not happened, the basic conquests of the October 
Revolution were intact, the Soviet Union rermained essentially 
a workers’ state, and the old party was still in its owm way the 
guardian of the revolution. Consequently, the Opposition must 
not sever its links w'ith it, but must continue to regard itself as 
belonging to the party and defend with the utmost loyalty and 
determination the Bolshevik monopoly of power. 

From this it followed that the Opposition must not seek to 
* Trotsky, vol. i, pp. 160-3. 
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recruit support outside the party. Yet it was not allowed to 
recruit it inside (‘ithcr. This was an insoluble dilemma. What 
was irnnu'diately dciir was that in order to save lor itself the 
chance of acting fiiriher within the party, especially after Stalin 
had thrown out hints about exiiulsion, the Opposition had to 
yield ground. Over tliis dVotskyists and Zinovievists did not see 
eye to eye. Zinoviev and Kamenev set loyalty to the old party 
above all els(‘. They wondered how they could continue the 
struggle while Stalin was in (funplete mastery of the party 
machine. They desired a triu e. 'J'hey w'cre willing to declare' 
that hencelbrtli they would resp('( t the ban on factions. The\- 
wen' ready to disband the organized groups they had set up, 
ready, that is, to deinol)ilize the Opposition as a faction. Thev 
w(‘re anxious to separate themselv(*s from tin* adherents of a 
‘new j)arty\ 'Miey would have no truck with those who ques¬ 
tioned the BoLshc'vik politic al moiiojioly. Indeed, they were pre- 
l^ared to h't the main issues between themselves and Stalin and 
Bukharin fall into abeyance, at least for a time. Most of their 
supporters se('ni(‘d e(|ually anxious to beat a retreat. The Trot¬ 
skyists were o('a more militant spirit; and the radicals among 
them list ('lied sympathetically to arguments in favour of a new 
party. 

Amid these cross currents, Trotsky attempted to save the 
Oppevsition. To prevent Zinoviev and Kamenc'V from prostrat¬ 
ing themseh'es belon' Stalin, he was prepared to go with them 
some way in yii'lding ground. They agreed that they would 
jointly declare their willingiu'ss to demobilize the Opposition 
as a faction and to dissociate themselves from the advocates of a 
tu'w party; but that they would also reassert firmly the Opposi¬ 
tion’s principles and criticisms; and that they W'ould go on 
opposing the ruling factions within the Central Committee and 
within otlu'r committees on which they sat. 

On 4 October 1926 'Trotsky and Zinoviev approached the 
Bolitbureau with the jiroposal for a truce. Stalin consented, 
waived the threat of expulsion, but dictated the terms. Only 
after much haggling did the factions agree on the statement the 
Opposition was to make. Without retracting any of its criti¬ 
cisms, indeed, after having clearly restated them, the Opposi¬ 
tion declared that it considered the decisions of the Central 
Committee as binding on itself, that it ceased all factional 
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activity, and that it dissociated itself from Shlyapnikov and 
Medvedev, the former leaders of the Workers' Opposition, and 
from all those who stood for a ‘new party’. On Stalin’s insis¬ 
tence, Trotsky and Zinoviev further disavowed those foreign 
groups and individuals who had dt'clared their solidarity Mitli 
the Russian Opposition and had been expelled from their own 
Communist parties.^ 

The Opposition accejited these terms with a hea\y heart. 
It knew that they were little short of surrender. Although it had 
reaffirmed its criticisms and saved its face, the Opposition was left 
without prospects and hope. Trotsky and Zinovie\- had in effect 
resigned their right to appeal once again to the rank and file. 
They had undertaken to voire their vic^\ s only within the party s 
leading bodies, knowing beforehand that thi'ie they would be 
regularly outvoted and that their views would ha\'c little or no 
chance of reaching the rank and file. They had madi* the round 
of a vicious circle. It was ])rccisely bixause of their failure to 
make any impression on the Central C^ommittee that they had 
tried to appeal to the cells; having failed to imjness the cells 
they ’svere driven back into the Central Committ(‘e; and the\' 
were trapped in it. They had weakened the Oppositicui by 
dissociating it, for whatever reason, fiom Shlyapnikov's and 
Medvedex ’s group, and by disavowing some of tlieir own ad¬ 
herents abroad. By announcing the disbandment of their own 
organization, they acknowledged implicitly that Stalin and 
Bukharin had been justified in blaming them for forming it in 
the first instance; and by declaring that they recognized the 
ban on factions as valid and necessary, they blessc'd, as it were, 
the whip with which Stalin chastised them. 

Having taken on themselves all these onerous f)bligations and 
demonstrated the Opposition’s weakness, they litiled to secure 
the truce for which they had asked. On 16 October their stat(‘- 
ment appeared in Pravda, Only a week later, on 23 October, not 
a trace was left of the truce. On that day the Central Committee 
met to discuss an agenda for the forthcoming (fifteenth) party 
conference. A more or less non-controversial agenda had al¬ 
ready been prepared; but the Central Committee, no doubt on 
Stalin’s prompting, suddenly decided to add a special report 

* Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, pp. 209-13. llicy disavowed in particular Riilli 
Fischer and Arkadi Maslov in Germany and Boris Souvarine in France. 
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on the Opposition, to be delivered by Stalin. This could not but 
reopen the wound. Trotsky protested and appealed to the 
majority to stand by the terms of the truce. The Central Com¬ 
mittee nevertheless instructed Stalin to prepare his report. 

Why did Stalin break the truce so soon after he had made it? 
He evidently wislied to exjiloit his advantage and to rout the 
Opposition while it was in retreat. He was probably also pro¬ 
voked into fi esli hostility by something that had haj^pened two 
days alter the truce had been announced. On i8 October the 
*'IVotskyist’ Max Eastman published Lenin's last will in The 
. Wee York 7 ?V//c.y -- this was the first time that the full and authentic 
text saw th«‘ light. A year earlier he had published excerpts in 
Since Lenin Died: and Trotsky, we remember, disavowed him, 
and und(T the Politbureau's dictation denied the authenticity 
oi'the will. Stalin could not now seek to obtain another denial; 
but he must have suspected that Eastman had acted on Trotsky’s 
din‘(’t or indirect inspiration. Such a susi)icion was not ground¬ 
less. Earlier in the yc'ar an ('inissary of the Opposition had in¬ 
deed brought the text of Lenin’s will to Paris and handed it to 
Souvarine who pioinpted Eastman to })ublish ii. T think it was 
not only Souvarinc's decision’, Eastman writes, ‘but the idea 
oi'the Opposition as a whole that I should be the one to publish 
it, one reason being that I had already got much publicity as 
a friend of Trotsky, another that a good many consciences in 
Moscow were troubled by Trotsky’s disavow al of my book.’* 

Eastman's surmise is undoubtedly correct. Among the 
‘troubled consciences in Moscow’ none ^vas more troubled than 
Trotsky's. He had denied the authenticity of the wall and disa¬ 
vowed Eastman during that interval when neither Trotsky nor 
his friends washed to be draw n back into the struggle and to incur 
reprisals over this issue. But once lu! was back in the fray, after he 
had formed the Joint O])position, he had every motive for tiying 
to retrace the false sli p. Zinoviev and Kamenev could not but 
concur. It was they who had, at the fourteenth congress, raised 
anew^ th<' d(‘mand for the publication of the will and had re¬ 
peated it at every subsi'quent opportunity, 'llicy, like Trotsky, 
WTOild have preli-rred l.enin's wdll to be published in Pravda. But 
as this was out of* tlie question, they could hardly have any 
scruple in arranging for its being broadcast by an important 

* Quoted from Kastman's letter to tlic author. 
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bourgeois paper abroad—Lenin's will was in no sense a state 
secret or an ‘anti-Soviet document'. Of course, they had to act 
with discretion because formally they were making themselves 
guilty of a breach of discipline. The copy of the document had 
been sent abroad in the heyday of the Joint Op])osition, when 
it was hoped that the publication Avould assist Oppositions in 
foreign Communist parties and would ha\'e favourable reper¬ 
cussions in the Soviet Imion as well. However, by the time the 
document was published, the situation had changed: the Op¬ 
position had already suffered discomfiture, had asked for ih(‘ 
truce, and had dissociated itself from adherents abroad, ^\'hell, 
on 23 October, the Central Committee met, the newspa])ers all 
over the world were, full of the sensational disclosure; and this 
doubtlessly envenomed feelings in the Central Commitltr. I'he 
majority decided to disregard the truce and to give the Opposi¬ 
tion a dressing-down. 

Two days later there was a stormy scene at the Politbureau. 
Stalin had just submitted his ‘theses' on the Opposition which 
he was to present at the fifteenth conference. He assailed th** 
Opposition as a ‘social-democratic deviation' and demanded 
that its leaders should admit the errors of iht'ir views and re¬ 
cant.^ Trotsky once again protested against the breach of the 
truce, spoke of Stalin’s faithlessness, warned the majority that 
they were embarking upon a course of action which, whether 
they wished it or not, must end in wholesale ostracism. In 
words charged with anger, he spoke of'the fratricidal strife that 
w^ould follow', the ultimate destruction of the party, and the 
mortal danger this w'ould spell to the revolution. Then, facing 
Stalin and pointing to him, he exclaimed: ‘The First Secretary 
poses his candidature to the post of the grave-digger of the 
revolution!’ Stalin turned pale, rose, first contained himself 
wdth difficulty, and then rushed out of the hall, slamming th(* 
door. 'Fhc meeting, at which many members of the Central 
Committee happened to be present, brok<* up in a hubbub. 
Next morning the Central Committee deprived Trotsky of his 
seat in the Politbureau and announced that Zinoviev would no 
longer represent the Soviet Communist party on the Executive 
of the Comintern, thus deposing him actually, though not 

* Stalin’s ‘theses’ appeared in Pravda on 22 October, the opening day of the 
conference. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, p. 233. 
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nominally, from the Presidency of the International. These 
events overshadowed the conference which opened on the 
same day. 

The Opposition was thrown into utter perplexity. It had 
yielded so much ground and gainful nothing. It had renounced 
co-thinkers and allies, admitted itself guilty of offending against 
the 1921 ban, called its organizations to disband—all in order 
to avoid an aggravation of the struggh'. ^Vhat it had achieved 
was to get itself involved in strife more bitter than ever and, 
after it had tied its own hands, to bring u})on itself fresh blows, 
'fhe discord in its own midst grew. Zinoviev* and Kamenev rc- 
proaclied Trotsky with liaving needlessly insulted Stalin and 
(‘xasperated llie majority just at lh(‘ moment when tlur Opposi¬ 
tion was seeking to soothe tempers. Even some ol the 'IVotskyists 
were horrified at the vehemence with which Trotsky had assailed 
Stalin. Trotsky's wile describes this scene: 

Muralov, Ivan Smirnov and others came to our home in iiir 
Kremlin one afternoon and wait<‘d ibr Lev Davidovich to come back 
from a Polilbuieau incetirig. IVatakov was the first to return. He 
was very ])ale and shaken. He poured out a glass ol‘water, gulped it 
down, and said: ‘Wju know 1 have smelt gunpowder, but I have 
never seen anything like this! This was woi'se than anything! And 
why, wliy did Lev Davidovich say this? Stalin will never forgive 
him iiiilil the third and fourth generation!' Pyaiakov was so upset 
that h<‘ was unable to relate clearly what had liappcnrd. When Lev 
Davidovich at last entered the dining-room, Pyaiakov rushed at 
him asking: Mint why, why liav(* you said this?' Witli a wave of his 
hand Lev Davidovich brushed the question aside. He was exhausted 
hut calm. He had shouted at Stalin: ‘Grave-digger of the revolu¬ 
tion’ . . . we iinclerstcHKl that the breach was irreparable.* 

'flic scene giv<\s a foretaste of subsequent events: a year later 
Pyatakov was, together with Zinoviev and Kamenev, to desert 
the Opposition. Evem now, so Sedova affirms, he was convinced 
that ‘a long period of reaction had oiiened' within Russia and 
without, that the working class was politically exhausted, that 
the parly was stifled, and that the Opposition had lost. He still 

’ (iuotrcl iioin Srig<*, I’/V f///(? Trotsky^ J)!). 1801, of which consiclcrablc 
fiagnicrits were written by Sedova. She describes the incident as liaving taken place 
late in 1927; Init she ronfuscs the* dates. At llic fifteenth conference, in October 
1928, ISiikharin already referred to the incidtuit : and he quoted Trotsky’s words 
about llie ‘grave-digger of the revolution’, /-j Konferentsya VKP (A), p. 578. 
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held out against Stalin but he did so from a sense of dignity and 
solidarity with his comrades rather than from conviction. 

^Vilh such despondency taking hold of some of them, the 
leaders of the Opposition decided to make another attempt to 
retrieve the truce: they were to refrain liom attacking the ruling 
factions at the conference, and to speak up only in self-defence. 
For seven of nine days the conference lasted they did not utter a 
single word in reply to adversaries, who exulted throughout in 
their defeat, mocked at them, and tried to draw them into 
debate. Finally, on the seventh day, Stalin delivered a full- 
blast attack ^vhich lasted many hours. Me gave his via sion of the 
struggle, recalling all Zinoxiev had said against Trotsky as 
arch-enemy of I.cninism and all IVotsky's strictures on Zinoviev 
and Kamenev, ‘the strike-breakers of October’, and so ridiculing 
the ‘mutual amnesty’ they had granted each otlK'i*. He described 
with glee the Opposition’s discomfiture', and said that only this 
had led it to sue Ibr a truce in ord<T to gain time and ])ostponc 
its own demise. But the party must gix e the Opposition no re¬ 
spite: ‘it must wage ... a resolute struggle against the 0])posi- 
tion’s false \icws ... no matter in xvhat “revolutionary” 
phraseology these may be couclK'd’, until the Opposition re¬ 
nounced them. He raked int(rminably 'Frotsky’s lill: story to 
prove for the /?th time Trotsky’s inx'cterate antagonism to 
Lenin’s ideas and to taunt Zinoviev and Kamenev for their 
‘surrender to Trotskyism’. Finally, he denounced the Op})osi- 
tion lor inciting the part) against tin* ])easamry and urging 
excessive industrialization which ‘would condemn millions of 
workers and peasants to misery', and would therefore be no 
better than the capitalist method ol’ industrialization. He and 
his associates, so the lUturc author of forcible, industrialization 
and collectivization declared, favoured only such forms o( 
economic development as w^ould contribute immediateh to the 
people’s well-being and spare the country social convulsions; 
and in the name of this he called the conference to give the 
Opposition a ‘unanimous rebuff’.' 

When the leaders of the Oppo.sition at last came forward, 
delegates noticed thevery different tones in which they answered 
Stalin. Kamenev, who spoke first, gave a thoughtful but rather 
timid exposition of his view^s, tr)nng in vain to blunt the edges 

* Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, pp. 421-63. 
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of the controversy. He complained about Stalin’s disloyalty in 
launching the ferocious attack less than a fortnight after the 
truce. He tried to exonerate himself and Zinoviev from the 
charge that they had ‘surrendered to 'rrotskyisrn’. They had 
united with Trotsky, he said, only for a definite and limited 
purpose as Lenin had often done. He recalled once again 
Lenin’s testament and Lenin’s fear of a split in the j>arty; but 
this brought forth a howl from the floor. 'Lhen he broke into 
these words, part warning and pari self-consolation: ‘You may 
accuse us, comrades, of what you like, but we do not li\'c in the 
middle ages! Witch trials cannot b(‘ staged now! You cannot 
accuse [us] . . . who call for higher taxes on tlie kulak and wish 
to help the poor i)casant and together with him to build 
socialism—you cannot charge [us] with wishing to rob the 
j^easantry. You cannot burn us at the stake.’* Exactly ten years 
later Kamenev was to sit in the dock at a witch trial. 

7 ’lu‘n 1 rotsky rose to make one of his greatest s})(:cches, 
moderate in tone, \ (‘t devastating in conttmt, masterly in logical 
and artistic composition, gleaming with humour—yet revealing 
once again llu^ main source of his imm(‘diate weakness: his 
iinshakeable reliance on European revolution, lie spoke for the 
C)pj)()sition as a whoh*; but he also ])leaded//re dovio throw¬ 
ing off, as if'with one heave, the mountain of misrepresentation 
and oblocpiy \vith whirli lie had been f’reslily covered at the 
conl'ercnce. He had been accused ol j^anic-mongering, pes¬ 
simism, del'eaiism, and ‘social-democratic deviationism’. Yet he 
had argued only from facts and figures; and ‘arithmetic knows 
neither pessimism nor ojjtimism’. To speak of the shortage of* 
industrial goods \vas panic-mongering; but was tliere no ground 
for concern in the fact Uiat in the current yi ar industry had 
underproduced by 25 per cent.? Stalin had diil)bcd him a 
defeatist and made much play of his ‘fear of a good harvest’ 
because lu^ liad argued that as long as the nation suflered from a 
deficit ol' industrial goods, tension between town and country 
would persist, no matter whether the harvest was good or bad. 
Unfortunately, the last harvest was worse than tliew had all 
expected. The social diflerentiation of the peasantry was grow¬ 
ing apace. None of these difficulties were as yet disastrous; but 
the omens had to be noticed in time. The Opposition had asked 
* 75 Konferentsya VKP {li), p. 4O6. 
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that the well-to-do pay higher taxes and that the poor be granted 
reliefs. This demand may have been justified or not; but ‘what 
is there in it that is social-democratic?’ The Opposition was 

against a credit policy which favoured the kulak.was this 

social-democratic? It favoured a modest rise in wages—was this 
social-democratic? It did not share Bukharin’s view that capi¬ 
talism had regained stability—was that social-democratic? \Vas 
the Opposition's criticism of the Anglo-Soviet Council perhaps 
' soci al-clemoc ra tic ?' 

He recalled his ser\ace in the Comintern, his intimate co¬ 
operation with Lenin, and (‘specially the support he had given 
Lenin in the transition to N.E.P., the N.E.P. he allegedly 
wished to disrupt. He was charged with ‘disbelief’ in the build¬ 
ing of socialism, ^"ct had he not written that ‘the sum total of tlu‘ 
advantage's ns-ii-vis capitalism which we possess gives us, if wc 
use the advantage's projicrly, the chance to raise the coefiicit'nt 
of industrial expansion in the next few years not only to twice 
but even thre e' times the pri'-war 6 per cc'iit. per year and per¬ 
haps even higher’.^ It was true that he did not believe in socialism 
in one country and that he had been the author of the iht'ory of 
permanent revolution. Howevc'r, permanent revolution had 
been dragg(‘d in artificially: he alone, not thc! Opposition, was 
responsible for that theory. As a sop to Zinoviev and Kamenev 
lu* added: ‘and I myself consider this issue to have been 
d(‘posited in the archives long, long ago.’ But what had his 
critics to say? They held it against him that in 1906 he had 
forecast that after the revolution urban collectivism would inevi¬ 
tably clash with peasant individualism. Had they not lived to 
see that pn^diction come true? Had they not proclaimed N.E.P. 
precisely because of such a clash? Had not ‘the middle peasants 
talked with the Soviet Government through njival guns’ at 
Kronstadt and ('Isewhere in 1921? The critics held it against 
him that he had predicted a collision betwt'cn rcvolutionaiy 
Russia and conservative Europe. Had they overslept the years 
of intervention? ‘If wc, comracles, arc alive, this is because, after 
all, Europe has not remained w^hat it was.’ 

* This was ind<.'<*d the rat<; at which Soviet industry expanded latrr under thr 
Five Year IMaris. fTroLsky quoted here a passage from iiis booklet Towards Socialism 
or Capitalism? published in 1925.) In 1930 Stalin was to ask for an annual increase 
of 50 per cent.! See my Stalin, p. 321. 
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However, the fact that the revolution had survived did not 
guarantee it against a repetition of conflicts with the peasantry 
and the capitalist West; nor did it argue in favour of socialism in 
one country. Indeed, they would have to face new conflicts and 
face them in worse conditions if they were to advance only at a 
‘snail’s pace’ and turn their backs on international revolution. 
Bukharin had written that ‘the controversy is over this; can we 
build socialism and complete the building if we leave aside 
international affairs . . ‘If we leave aside international 
affairs’, Trotsky retorted, ‘we can; but the whole point is that 
we cannot leave them aside (laughter). You can go for a walk 
naked in th(‘ stn*ets of Moscow in the month of January, if you 
h ave aside the weather and the militia (laughter). But I am afraid, 

neither the weather nor the militia will leave you aside_Since 

when has our revolution acquired this . . . self-sufficiency?’ 

Here Trotsky came to the ‘core of the problem’: What 
would happen in Europe while Russia would be building 
socialism? So far they had all agreed wdth Lenin in assuming 
that Russia would need ‘a minimum of thirty to fifty years' 
to achieve socialism.’ What would the world look like in the 
course of these years ? 11’within that time revolution were to w'in 
in the West, the question over which they argued would lapse. 
The adhcHTits of socialism in one country evidently presupposed 
that this would not happen. They must then be starting from 
one of the following three possible assumptions: Europe—this 
might be the first assumption—w^ould economically and socially 
stagnate, its bourgeoisie and proletariat keeping each other in 
a precarious balance. But .such a situation could hardly last 
forty or even tw^enty years. The next assumption might be that 
European capitalism was capable of a new ascendancy. In that 
case, ‘if capitalism were to flourish and if its economy and cul- 
lurc wTTc to be on the ascendant that w^ould mean that w e had 
come too early’, that is that the Russian Revolution was doomed. 
‘. . . an advancing capitalism will . • . have the appropriate 
military, technical, and other means to stifle and crush us. 
This dark prospect is, in my view, ruled out by the entire con¬ 
dition of the w^orld economy.’ In any case, one could not base 
on such an assumption the vista of socialism in Russia. 

' Stalin denied that tiiishad been Lenin's view (Sochinenyat vol. ix, p. 39), but he 
had little ground for the denial. 
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Finally, one might assume that in the course of thirty to 
fifty years European capitalism would decline but that the 
working class would prove incapable of overthrowing it. ^Can 
you imagine this?’ Trotsky asked. 

1 am asking you why I should accept this assumption which is 
notliing but black and groundless pessimism about the European 
proletariat; and why should wc at the same time cultivate an un¬ 
critical optimism about llie building ol* socialism by the isolated 
forces of our country ? In what sense is it my ... duty as a communisi 
to assume that the Euro])can working class will not l)e able to take 
power in the course of forty or fifty years. ... 1 sec no th(‘oretical or 
political reason for lliinking that wc with our peasantry will find it 
easier to achieve socialism llian the Ikiropeaii proletariat will find it 
to sei/c power. ... Even to-day I bc‘lieve tliat iIk' \'ictory ol’socialism 
in our country can be safcgtiarded only together with a victorious 
revolution of the European proletariat. Tin's is not to say that what 
we are building Ls not socialism, or that we cannot or should not go 
ahead with it full steam.... Ifwe did not think that ours is a workers' 
slate, even though it is bureaucratically defornu'd . . .; ifwe did not 
think that we arc building sf)cialism;if wedid not think tliat werhave 
enough resources in our countiy to promote tht* socialist eccaiomy; 
ifwe were not convinced of our full and final victory, then, of course, 
there sliould be no place for us in the ranks of the Communist 
Party. . . . 

Then also the Opposition would liavc to build another party 
and seek to arouse the working class against the existing state. 
This, however, was not its purpose. But let them beware: 
Stalin’s disloyal and unscrupulous methods, freshly exemplified 
by the manner in which he had turned the truce into a scrap ol‘ 
paper, might produce a real split in the party and lead to a 
struggle between two parties,^ 

The assembly listened to Trotsky in breathless suspense and 
respectful hostility, even though repeatedly he had to interrupt 
his speech at the most dramatic moments and beg to be allowed 
to go on; again and again the conference prolonged his speak¬ 
ing time. Restrained and persuasive, fie showed no sign of 
vacillation or weakness. I.arin, who took the platform im¬ 
mediately after Trotsky, thus expressed the mood of the majority: 


* KonftrtrUsya VKP (^), pp. 505-35. 
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‘This was one of the dramatic episodes of our revolution . . . the 
revolution is outgrowing some of its leaders.’' 

It was in a very different mood that the delegates listened to 
Zinoviev as he mad(‘ a plaintive apology and tried to ingratiate 
himself with them. They treated him with rough contempt and 
hatred, drove him liom the platform, and did not allow him to 
speak even on the affairs of the Comintern, for which he had 
b(!en responsible; and this despite the fact that they were about 
to vote on his ‘withdrawal’ from the Comintern’s Executive.- 

As OIK! looks back upon these congresses and conferences and 
compares the tenor of‘th('ir debates, one is struck by the venom 
and the violence with which the ruling factions treated the 
Opijosition; and one seiist‘s almost palpably how\ from assembly 
to assembly, the coarse brutality lises to an ever higher pitch 
and turns into a fin^. An utterly grotesque eflcct is created by 
the fact that some of the most churlisli and vindictive assaults 
on the Opposition and some of the most fulsome tributes to 
Stalin came from people who only a few years hence were to 
become disgusted with him, turn into his belated critics, and 
perish as his helpless vic tims. *\mong those who at this con¬ 
ference distinguished themseh es by their zealotry were Gamar- 
nik, the f uture chief Political Commissar of the R(‘d Army, who 
was to be denounced as traitor and was to commit suicide on the 
eve of Tukhachevsky's trial; Syrlsov, Chubar, Uglanov, who 

* ]). 535. Larin had stood on the cxlivnn- light wing of ilie Mriishcviks up 

W) ifp i-. ioinrd the Bolsheviks in the sunnner of U)i7, and was then in friendly 
iflations with Trtitsky, His attitude towards the 1923 Opposilioii was ambiguous; 
later he joined th(' Stalinists. 

^ 'This, according to (he verhaliin report, is the conclusion of Ziin’jvirv's speech: 
‘(!oini ados, I woukl like to .say a few words .nhoiit the bloc [i.e. the Joint Opposi¬ 
tion]. I would like to .say {inktruptinns: Ton huv talked enough. . . . Enough! .Koisc.) 

1 would like to say a few wonls about the bloc and the Cloniiniern . . . {voices: 
enough, enough! } 'ou should hare spoken about this earlier and not about other things!) Now, 
this is not right. Woukl y«»u say tliat the problem i»f socialism in one country 
I about which Zinoviev had spoken] is not an important cuie? Why then did Stalin 
speak about it for three hours . . .? {.Xoise, prcflesLs.) I am asking for ten to fifteen 
minutes, so that 1 may say something about tlie bk>c and the problems of tlie 
Coniintein. (.Voise, Voices: enough!) You know, comrades, that the ])ariy is now 
tieciiling that I should cease to work in the Oanintern. {Exclamiitian from the floor: 
This has already been decided!) Such a decision is absolutely inevitable in the present 
circumstances, but will it be fair on your part not to grant me five minutes to 
<*uable me to s(ieak on (lomintrrii problems? {Xmsc. ShouLs: Enough! The chairman 
rings the bell,) I beg you, comrades, leave me another ten- fifteen minutes to cover 
these two points.’ {Th chairman orders a vote; and an overwhelming majority is against 
prolonging time by ten minutes.) Ibid., p. 577. 
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were all to die as ‘saboteurs and plotters’; and even Ossinsky, 
the former Dcccmist j who now professed his faith in socialism in 
one countiT, but was also to end as ‘wrecker and enemy of the 
people’. None, ho\ve\ er, excelled Bukharin. Only a few months 
earlier he still appeared to be in amicable intercourse with 
Trotsky- Now he stood by Stalin’s side, as Zinoxiev had stood 
there two years earlier, and assailed the Opposition with reck¬ 
less virulence, exulting in its plight, bragging, threatening, in¬ 
citing, sneering, and playing uj) to the worst elements in the 
party. The kindly scholar was as if transfigured suddenly, the 
thinker turned into a hooligan and the philosopher into a thug 
destitute of all scruple and foresight. He jHaised Stalin as the 
true friend ol' the pc^asant smallholder and the guardian ol‘ 
Leninism; and he challenged Trotsky to repeat b(‘forc tin? con¬ 
ference what he had said at tin? Politbureau about Stalin ‘the 
grave-digger ol'thc revolution’.* He jeered at the restraint with 
which Trotsky had addr(‘SS(‘d the conference, a restraint due 
only to the fact that the party had ‘seized thi* Op})osition by the 
throat’. The Opposition, he said, appealed to them to avert the 
‘tragedy’ that would result from a split. He, Bukharin, was 
only amused by the warning: ‘Not more than three men will 
leave the party—this will bt? the whole split!', he exclaimed 
amid great laughter. ‘'Phis will be a farci* not a tragedy.^ He? 
thus scoffed at Kamenev's apology: 

When Kamenev comes here and . . . says: ‘J, Kamenev, liave 
joined hands with Trotsky as Lenin used to join hands w'ith him and 
lean on him’, one can only reply witli homenc laughter: w'hat sort 
of a Lenin have they discovered I \Vc see very w^ell that Kamenev 
and Zinoviev are leaning on T Volsky in a very' odd manner. (Pro- 
longed laughter and applause,) They ‘lean’ on him in such a w'ay that 
he has saddled them completely {giggliug and applause)^ and then 
Kamenev . . . squeals: ‘I am leaning on Trotsky’. (Mirth) Yes, 
altogether like Lenin! (Laughter), 

Within barely two years Bukharin w^ould try to ‘lean’ on a 
broken and prostrate Kamenev and whispc?r in terror into his 
ears that Stalin was the new Genghiz Khan.^ But now, self- 
assured and complacent, juggling and jingling with quotations 
from Lenin, he returned to the attack on permanent revolution, 
on Trotsky’s ‘heroic postures’, hostility towards the muzhik, and 
* /5 Konferentsya VKP (A), pp. 578-601. * See pp. 440-3. 
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‘listal llirnry ol'building socialisin’; aind again and again he 
( Xtollcd the steadfastness, the reliability, and the caution of his 
own and of Stalin’s jiolicies which secured the alliance with t! e 
peasantry. AVhen the Opposition ‘scn^ained’ about the strength 
of tlu‘ kulak and the danger of pt^asant strikes and of 1‘ainine in 
the towns, it was trying to frighUTi the people with bogles. The 
party should not forgive them this and the ‘chatter about the 
So\iet 'J'hermidor’, unless they came witli their heads bowed, 
to repent, confess, and b(‘g: ‘Forgive us our sins against the 
spirit and the letter and the very essence' of Leninism!’ Amid 
frantic ai)])lause lu‘ wi nt on: 

Say it, and say it honestly: 'JVotsky was wrong wlaai lie declared 
that ours was not fully proletarian state! Why don't you have the 
])Iain courage to come out and say so? . . . Zinrjviev has told us here 
how well Lenin treated oj)positioiis. Lenin difl not expel any 
opposition even when he was left with only two votes for himself in 
tli(‘ C'entral Coininiltee. . . . Yes, Lenin knew his job. Who would 
try and expel an opposition when he could mustcT two votes only? 
[Laughtt'r. ) but when you get all \ ot(‘s and you hav(‘ only two against 
you and the two shriek about Thennidor, lh(*n you may well think 
about expulsion. 

'rile conference was delighted with this display of cynicism 
and shook witli merriment. From the floor Stalin shouted: 
‘Well doin', Bukharin. Well done, well done. He does not argue 
witli tlnun, he slaughters them!’* 

What accounted for Bukharin's strange, almost macabre 
jierfbrmancc? No doubt he was gi'iiuinely frightened of the 
]>olicies advocated by' the Opposition. He dreaded the collision 
with the pt'asaiitry which they miglit provoke; and he did not 
s(‘e that it was his and Stalin’s policy that led to this, 'Fhc 
Opposition, although far too weak to replace: the ruling group, 
was strong ('iiough to compel Stalin’s faction to shift its ground, 
'rriie, at this conference it looked as if the Bukharinists had 
gained the upper hand within the ruling coalition: Bukharin, 
Rykov, and lomsky iirescnted the three main reports on be¬ 
half of the Central Committee. However, even they had to 
reckon with the Opposition. Bukharin himself had now to tread 
cautiously in matters of rural policy—he could no longer appeal 
frankly to the strong farmer. He saw Stalin’s faction increasingly 
* Konfercnlsya VKP (/>), p. 601. 
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sensitive tt» I Volsky's and Zhioviev's critiiisins and inclined In 
steal page after page iVoni their book. Stalin was already yield¬ 
ing to the demands for more rapid industrialization; this showed 
itself even in the resolutions voted by this conference. Bukharin 
would have preferred the ruling coalition to stand fast and to 
defeat its adversaries without having to borrow their ideas and 
confuse the issues. He wondered how I'ar the Opposition’s pres¬ 
sure might not push the party. He ‘shuddeicd from head to 
foot’ at the thought that it might drive it to a bloody conflict 
with the peasantry. And so, he was, at this moment, even more 
anxious than Stalin to free official policy from the Opposition’s 
indirect influence. He desperately clung to Stalin so as to kc'cp 
him from yielding further ground; and he eoimtenanecd and 
instigated Stalin’s violence and trickery hoping that llie defe at 
of the Opposition would assure peace in thi‘ eoimlry. No 
sacrifice of tact, taste, and decency was for him loo higii a |.)rice 
to pay for this. 

The ferocity of the attacks sprang also irom embarrassment 
and perplexity. Stalin’s faction shrank from the enorniiiy of die 
step it was to take two years hence. Its speakers, too, imputed 
to Trotsky and Zinoviev that they were prompting the* party 
to embark upon the forcible collectivization ol' tin* peasantry. 
Kaganovich, for instance, who was to play a very prominenl 
part in the destruction of private farming, exclaimed: ‘Theirs is 
the road of plundering the pcasantrs^, a j)ernicious road, no 
matter how much Trotsky and Zinoviev may protest against 
this—such indeed arc their slogans.’^ Once more also the Op¬ 
position had run up against the w^all of the single-parly system. 
When it asked for freedom within that system, it was charged 
with jeopardizing the system itself: Bukharin and Stalin claimed 
that it tended to constitute itself into another party. Molotov, 
in his inarticulate manner, hit the mark: Opposition speakers, 
protesting against suppression, had recalled that ev(-n during 
the Brest Litovsk crisis Lenin had allowed the Left Oommunists 
to publish their own paper attacking him without fear or 
favour: and to this Molotov replied; ‘But in igi8 .. . tlic Men¬ 
sheviks and the Social Revolutionaries too had their newspapers. 
Even the Cadets had theirs. Somehow the present position is 
not at all like that.’^ Once again: the Bolsheviks could not enjoy 

* /;7 Konfermhya VKP (^), p. 6:57. Mhid., p. <>71. 
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Lliclitt cloJii tin y h;id dciiii'cl h) others. Kagaiiovicli rec alled th< 
words Irotsky had spoken at the eleventh congress when he 
presented the ease against the Workers’ Opposition. It was in¬ 
admissible, Trotsky then said, for party members to speak about 
their comrades and leaders in terms oI‘‘We’ and ‘'.I’liey', ibr il‘ 
they did, they \voiild, wduitcver their intentions, oppose them- 
selv(‘s to the party, se(‘k to exploit its difljculties, and assist those 
who liad raised the banner of Kronstadt. ‘Why then", Kagano¬ 
vich asked, ‘did you, comrade Trotsky, have the right to say this 
to Medvedev and Shlyapnikov when they made a mistake (and 
thes(‘ coniradt's had been old Bolsluwiks), and why can we not 
tell you that you are going on the Kronstadt road? . . .'^ 

It was not only the ghosts of Kronstadt and of the Workers' 
Oj)position that were pressed into the onslaught on Trotsky. 
Slilyapnikov and Medvedev joined it in tlnrir own persons. 
Alter till' Opposition had, on Stalin's insistence, declared that it 
would havi' no truck with them, Stalin managed by threat and 
cajolery to persuade Shlyapnikov and Medvedev to admit the 
error of their ways, to repent, and to denounce the Opposition. 
With jubilation thi* Central Committee then broadcast their 
i'i;cantation and announced that it granted them a pardon, 
riie tw^o men had urged the Joint Opposition to give up 
allegiance to the single-party system, to form itself from a fac¬ 
tion within the old party into a new party. But confronted with 
ihe threat of their owm expulsion from the old party and in¬ 
censed I)y the fact that the Joint Opposition had disavowaxl 
ihein, they surrendered to Stalin. Theirs was thi' first recanta- 
lion Stalin succeeded in extorting’-a precedent and an example' 
ior many others. Before the end of the coni’erence, Stalin sur- 
])ris(*d the Opposition by yet another stroke: he announced that 
Krupskaya had seviTcd her connexion with Trotsky and Zino- 
\ iev.“ It was whispered in Moscow^ that Stalin had blackmailed 
her with liints of indiscretions about Lenin’s private life—T shall 
appoint', he allegedly said, ‘someone else to be Lenin’s w’idow’. 
It is more plausible that Krupskaya withdrew from the Op¬ 
position because she w’as horrified to sec the party founded by 
her husband split and torn asunder. As she had been among 
Stalin’s and Bukharin’s most outspoken critics, her defection 
did the Opposition much harm. 

' I hid., p. (>38. “ Ibid., pp. 754--f). 
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Imally, Stalin played against IVotsky and Zinoviev die 
leaders ol foreign Connnunist parties. On their behalf Klara 
Zetkin, the x eteran (ierinan Oominiinist, who had at the Foiirdi 
C'omintern Congress, when Lenin was already ill, paid in the 
name of the whole International a gr(‘at and solemn tribut(* to 
Trotsky, now dissociated herself from him and Zinox iev, charg¬ 
ing them with provoking a crisis in ilie International and sup¬ 
plying grist to the mills of all enemies of eomimmism. . . even 
the lustre which attach<*s to the nanu's of die leaders of the 
Opposition’, she declared with a show oi clignitx'. ‘is not enough 
to redeem them. . , . The merits of these conn adt's . . . are im¬ 
perishable. They will not be forgotten. 'I’lieir deeds ha\ e entered 
into the histoiy of the revolution. 1 am not forgetting them. 
However, . . . there exists something greater than tleeds and 
merits of individuals.’* 

The Opposition was routt d; and tin' confenaiee sanetioiied 
the expulsion of the three chiefs oi‘ the Opposition irom tin* 
Polilbureau, threatening them with further re prisals if lin y 
dared to reopen the controveTsy. 

Thus the Joint Opposition reached a point similar to that at 
xvhich the 1923 0])])osilion had arrivt‘d alter its di 'I'lie 
formal verdicts having gone against it, it had to decide wliaL to 
do next; whether to go on with the slniggle and lisk wholesali* 
and final expulsion, or accept defeat, at least temporarily? 
Each of the two sets of the Opposition reacted in a different 
manner. The Zinovievists were inclined to lie low. This w as no 
easy matter, because the official attacks on tlnmi went on un¬ 
abated, despite the formal closing ol the controversy. 'I’he news¬ 
papers, purporting merc'ly to comment on the resolutions of the 
eonfirrence, filled pages with the most vinihmt polemics, and 
gave the attacked no chance to answ-er. Rank-and-lile Opposi¬ 
tionists paid for the courage* of tlu^ir cfinvictions: they lost jobs, 
wen; subjected to ostracism, and were treated as little bett(;r 
than outcasts. Zinoviev and Kamenev resigned ih(*mselves to 
the mildest forms of passive resistance. Anxious to j)rotect tlieii 
adherents, they advised them to keep their views to themseivt s 
and,if need be, even to deny their association with the Opj)()sition. 
Such advice could not but discredit the Opposition and cleinoral- 
izc those to whom it was given; they began to desert and recant. 

* /<; Konferenlsya VKP (A), pp. C9y-707. 
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riu- IVotskyists, on thr other hand, who had already goin 
iliroiiph a similar trial, kneAv that they had nothing to gain from 
inac tion and nothing to hope* for from half* measures. 'I rotsky 
liimsc'lf r<'vi(•^^•ed tin- I'ecent experienecr in diary notes writt^'n 
towards the end of Novcmiber.* I'or himself he defined the 
Opposition’s pre(li( ament with greater candour than lie c:ould 
afford to use in pulilic f»r in the Clentra! Cornmitlet*. He acknow- 
ledgi‘d (K feat. He attiihutecl it not mere ly to Stalin's disloyalty 
and t(» hureaiieratic intimidation, but to the lassitude and 
disillnsionmeni oT the masses, who had expected too mucli 
fr(»m the n volution, had Icumd their hopes cruelly dercaved, and 
reacted agCiinst the spirit and the idea of early Bolshevism. 'I'ln- 
yomig, finding themsehes under a tutelage from the moment 
iIh'v eiit«'red politics, could not develoi) any critical faculti(‘s 
and ])()litical jiidgcineiu- The ruling faciit)iis irlayed on populai' 
weariness and crax ing for security and frightened people with 
the bogy o( ])i*rmanent rc\(»hition. S])eaking for the record, 
frolsky usually dw(dt on the* antagonism b(*tween the ruling 
group and the rank and file. Oif the record he admitted that 
the ideas and slogans ol' tlu' ruling group met an emotional 
iK'cd in the rank and file, that this overlaid their antagonism, 
and that the Opposition was at variance with the popular 
temper. 

Wliat till'll was to be done? It is not the business of the 
Marxist revolulionaiy, 'i'rotsky reflected, to bow to the reac¬ 
tionary mood of ih<- masses. At times wdien their elass conscious¬ 
ness is dimmcxl, he must be prc'pared to become isolated from 
them. 'J’he isolation need not last long, for the lime was one of 
transition and crisis; and, within the Soviet Union and without, 
the lbiT(‘s c^f rcN'ohilion might yet singe uj). This xvas, in any 
case*, no time for the Opposition to flag or wavi r, even if the 
odds wen* against it. 'J'he revolutionary has to fight no matter 
whether In* is destined to end as l.enin did—to live and sec his 
cause triumph or to suffer Licbknccht’s fate who siTved his 
cause through martyrdom. In his private notes and in talks with 
friends, Trotsky hinted at lliis alternative more than once; and 
although he did not giv(* up hope that he might ‘end like Leniir, 
he S(‘cm<*d already more* and more resigned inw-ardly to ‘Liel)- 
knecht’s fate'. 

' Srr liis iioti'S of :it) November 192(3 in Thf Archives. 
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I did not believe in our victoiA’ [Victor Serge rerollectsj and at 
heart I was even sure that we would be defeated. \Vlieu I was sent 
to Moscow with our group's messages for Le\' Davidovich, I told 
liim so. ^Ve talked in the spacious olliee of the Concessions Conimittr*e 
. . . he was siiffering from a fit of malaria; his skin was yello\v, his 
lips were almost livid. 1 told him that wc were extn'nu'ly we ak, that 
we, in Leningrad, had not rallied more than a lew hundred mem¬ 
bers, that our debates leli the mass of‘workers cold. I felt that he 
knew all this better than 1 did. But he, as a leader, had to do hi^ 
duty and wc, as revolutioniirics, had to do ours. If deleal was 
inevital)le. what else could one do but meet it with cr)urag(‘ . . .. ‘ 


'rhe w iiiier (»!' igLib -7 jiassed in ielali\(‘ cairn. J’lic Opposition 
was debilitated by internal discord. I'rotsky did his best to 
prevt'iu his ])artnership with Zinoviev IVoin dissolving: and as 
Zinovi('v was in near panic, the Joint Opposition |)aid for its 
unity with irresolution. In December its hvidtu's even ])r(»U‘Sl(‘d 
to Stalin against attcm])ts madt! in the party cells of Moscow to 
draw them into fresh debates.- In the same month th(‘ Executive 
ol’the Comintern discussed the situation in llu* Russian party; 
and willy-nilly the Opposition had to restate its attitude. Once 
again Trotsky had to defend his own record and, protesting 
against the ‘biographical method’ used in inner part) con¬ 
troversy, he went through the story ofhis relations with la^nin in 
order to demonstrate to an audience wliose mind was closed 
that the "irreconcilable antagonism between trotskyism and 
Leninism was but a rn\Th’,"» The E)xecutive confirmed the 
expulsion from foreign Communist parties of t Volskyisls and 
Zinovievists on the ground that they denied the proletarian 
character of the Soviet state. Trotsky declared that the Opposi¬ 
tion wT)uld combat any of its supposed foreign supporters who 

* V. St^rpr, /.^ TnurnatU ubscur, p. riG. 

“ Tn>tsky's and ZinrAirv’.s ‘Letter' t<i Slaliti and the J\ilii}jiii(;aii of 
her The AreJnves. 

^ On this occasion 'j’rr>tsky .qave an illuminating account «>rhis uuilude towards 
l.cnin uj) to 1917. He spoke ot the ‘inner n^islanre’ with whirl) he drew nearer and 
nearer to J.cnin. All the more was his rvcniual aer»:plai)r.e of Leninism whoh - 
hearted and complete. He compared his rase witli that ol Eianz .Mehring who had 
embraced Marxism only after he had struggled against it as a leading Liberal. In 
spite or rather l^ecausc of this Mehring's conviction w'as unshak(*able and in his old 
age he paid for it with his freedom and life, whereas Kautsky and Hernslein, and 
the other men of the ‘old guard' of Marxism, df'serted the banner. See The Trotsky 
Archives statement of 9 Decemlier. Sec alsr» The Stalin School of Tahijicatinn^ p. 
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took sucli a vi(*vv. Half resigned to Souvarine’s expulsion, he 
stood up for RosrniT and Monatto, who had been his political 
friends since* the First World War and had founded and led the* 
I'Vench Communist party, from which they were now banished J 
Bui apart I'rom such minor political interventions, he spent the 
winter in reservi*, editing volumes of his Works and ‘carrying 
out a more thorough theoretical examination of many ques¬ 
tions’. 

'FIk* ‘th('orelical question’ which, apart 1‘roin the (xonomic 
arguinrni against socialism in one country, preoccupied him 
jnost strruigly was the ‘Soviet Therinidor'. In the ranks of the 
(Jp[)ositioii and among its sympathizers abroad there was a 
great deal ol confusion over this. Some argued that the Russian 
R(‘Voluiion had alr<‘ady ])asscd into the Thermidorian phase. 
'I'host' who held this \ iew also spoke* of t he bur(*aucracy as oi tlie 
new' class wliich had di'stroycd the proletarian dictatorship and 
exploited and dominated the working class. Others, and Trot¬ 
sky most of all, hotly contested this opinion. As often happens 
wlien an historical analogy becomes a political shibboleth, 
neiiln'r ol'ihe disputants had a clear view' of the precedent to 
w'hich th(‘y referred; and 'Trotsky was to revise, repeatedly his 
own inl(M'pr('lation of it. At this stage he defined the ‘Soviet 
Jhermidor' as a decisive ‘shift to the right’ wdiich might occur 
w ithin tin* Bolsh(*\ik party against the background of general 
apathy and disillusionment with the revolution, and result in 
the destruction of Bolshevism and the restoration of capitalism. 
From this delinilion 'IVotsky concluded that it was at least j)re- 
mature to speak ol'a Soviet Therinidor, but that the* Opposition 
was justified in raising an alarm. One clement of* a ‘Thermi¬ 
dorian situation’ had been in evidence all loo strongly: the 
masses were weary and disillusioned. But the deeisive ‘shift to 
the right’ leading to restoration had not occurred, although the 
‘lliermidorian forces’ working towards it had gathered strength 
and momentum. 

‘ Infn (ilia Treasky inliTvciicd with Uu: Politburrau when the latter planned to 
send Pyatakov on a iradi; mission C^anada. He pointed out that lierause ol ilie y)rt> 
sente of tnany Ukrainian (‘migres in Canada such a mission might be dangerous 
for Pyatak<A- who had led the Polshcviks in the Ukraine during the civil war. 
Pyatakov had just been refused admission to the U.S.A. as «)n<' *w'ho sentenced to 
dealJi worthy dli/ens of Russia'. Trotsky's letter to Ordjonikidze, l'cl);iiary 
1927. See The Arehirn. 
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There would be no compelling need to go here into this 
rather abstruse argument il' it were not that the view w liich 
Trotsky now rorinulated determined in part his own behavioui* 
and the Opposition's fate in subsequent years and that the 
controversy over it generated indescribable heat and passion 
in all factions. This was indeed one of' the seemingly most 
irrational phenomena in the struggle. It was enough for an 
Oppositionist to utter the word ‘Therniidor' at any parly meet¬ 
ing, and at once tempers flared up and the audi(‘iiee fuim^d and 
raged, although many had only the faiiitc'st idea what it was 
about. It was enough that they knew that the 'riiermidorians 
had been the ‘grave-diggers’ of jacobinism and that the Oj)- 
position charged the ruling group with being engaged in 
deep plot against the revolution, 'fliis curious historical slogan 
( uraged even educated Bukharinists and Stalinists, who knew 
that its meaning was far less simple. The Opposition arguc'd 
that the men of the Thermidor had not been out to destroy 
Jacobinism and to put an end to the First Republic -ilu'y had 
done this unw’ittingly from weariness and confusion. In the 
same manner the Sovic't Thermidorians, not know'ing whai they 
were doing, might do the same. The analogy preyed on the 
thoughts of'many a Stalinist and Bukharinist and sai)i)ed theii- 
confidence. It brought to their minds the uncontrollable ele¬ 
ment in revolution, of W'hich they wttc increasingly if dimly 
aw^are; it made them feci that they were or might become play¬ 
things in the hands of vast, hostile, and unmanageabh* social 
forces. 

Uneasily many a Bolshevik felt that this might be true. 'Fo 
whatever faction he belonged, he was terrified by the ghosts 
which the Opposition had conjured up. I'his w as a (asc of le 
mart saisit le vif. When the Bukharinist or the Stalinist disclaimed 
any affinity with the Thermidorian, he did so not with calm s(*lf- 
assurance, but w'ith that resentment, born of inner uncertainty, 
with which Bukharin spoke at thc! fifteenth conference of the 
Opposition’s ‘unforgivable chatter about Thermidor’.* His fury 
against the Opposition helped him to smother his own fears. 
The Oppositionist saw the ghost stalking the streets of Moscow, 
hovering over the Kremlin, or .standing among the Politbureau 
members at thi? lop of the Lenin Mausoleum on days of national 

* Sec p. 305. 
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c‘(.‘k*l)rali()iis and parades. The uncannily violent passions which 
the bookish historical rc ininiscencc aroused sprang from the 
irrationality ol the political climate in which the singlc“]:)arty 
sysKTU had grown up and develop(‘d. 'I'he Bolshevik felt alienated 
from his own work -the revolution. His own state and his owti 
party lowered high a!K»\’e Inm. 'They appeared to have a mind 
and a will o( iheir own which bore little relation to his mind and 
his wall and to which he had to bow. State and ])arty appeared 
to him as l)lind ibices, convulsive and unpredietalile. When th(‘ 
Bolslieviks made oi* the Soviets ‘organs of powca ' th(‘y were 
eonvine<(h with IVolsky, that they had established ‘the most 
lucid and transf)an‘]it ])olilical systr'iir tli(‘ world had ever seen, 
a system iimir) which rulers and ruled would l)e closer to one 
.inolher than t‘ver bc lbre and under w hich the mass of th<‘ 
people would be abh' to <‘.\|)ress and enlorcc its will as directly 
as never l)elbre. Y<*t nothing was less ‘transparent' than the 
single-party sysKan alter a few years. Society as a whole had lost 
all transparency. \o social class was free to express its w ill. The 
will of any class was theiefbrc unknown. The rulers and the 
political theorists had to guess it, only to !)(• more and more* 
often taught by events that they liad guessed wrongly. The 
social classes ih('r(d()r(' appi’ared to act, and up to a point did 
indeed act, as elemental Jbrees, iinpredictably ])ressing on the 
party IVorn all sidi s. (Iroujxs and individuals W'ithin the party 
seeinctl to be unknowingly ])ushed in the most unexpected 
directions. On all sides ch-avages arose or reappeared between 
what men thought (of themselves and others), wdiat they willed, 
and what they did - cleavages between the ‘objective’ and the 
‘subjective' aspects of political activity. Nothing was now^ more 
difiicult to define than w ho was the foe and who w as the friend 
ol the revolution. Both iIk* ruling grouj) and the Opposition 
moved in the dark, fighting against real dangers and against 
apparitions, and chasing one another and one another’s shadows, 
iiiey ceased to see one another as tin*)* w’cre and saw each 
other as mysterious social entities with hidden and sinister 
potentialities which had to be deciphered and rendered harm¬ 
less. It was this alienation from society and from one another 
that prompted the ruling factions to declare that the Opposition 
worked as an agency of alien social elements and the Opposition 
to claim that behind the ruling men stood Tlicrmidorian forces. 
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Which then wore those I'orccs? The wealthy })easants, the 
N.E.P. bourgeoisie, and sections of the bureaucracy, Trotsky 
replied—briefly, all those* classes and groups which were in¬ 
terested in a bourgeois restoration, 'i'he working class re'inained 
attached to tlie 'conquests ofOctober' and was implicitly hostile 
to the Thennidoriaiis. As for the bureaucracy, 'Trotsky expected 
that in a critical situation it would split: one section would 
back the counter-revolution; another would defend the revolu¬ 
tion. He saw the divisions within the |)arty as an indinnl 
reflection of that cleavage, llu* right wing stood closest to 
the Therniidorians; but it was not necessarily identical with 
them. BiikhariiTs defence of tlu* men of i)ro|)erly savoured of a 
Thermidorian aspiration; but it was not clear whether the 
Hukharinisls were llu* actual Therniidorians or meii-ly their 
unwitting auxiliaries, who would in danger rally to the revolu¬ 
tion. The left, i.e. the Joint Oj^position, alone, according to this 
\icw, repn*senled within tlic party tlu* ])roletarian class intcr<‘si 
and the undiliiled progrannne of socialism; it acted as the van¬ 
guard of the anti-'Thei inidorians. The centre, the Stalinist lac- 
tion, had no programme; and although it controlled the* |)arty 
machine, it had no broad social backing. It balanced between 
right and Icli and spawned on the programmes of both. As long 
as the centn* was in coaliti(»n with the right, it helped to pavi* 
the way lor the Therniidorians. But it had nothing to gain from 
a Thermidor which would hr its own undoing; and so, when 
faced with tin* menace of counler-ievolution, the centre or a 
large section of it would rally to the left in ordei* to oppos<*, 
under the left’s leadership, the Soviet 'Thermidor. 

'rhere is no need to run ahead of our story and to j^oint out 
to what extent events ron(irni(*d or lalsified this view.* Ih rc* it 
will be enough to indicate one important practical conclusion 
which 'Trotsky drew from it. 'I'his was, briefly, that under no 
conditions must he and his a.ssoeiales enter into an alliance with 
Bukharin's faction against Stalin. In certain circumstances and 
under certain conditions, Trotsky urged, the Opposition must 
even be prepared to form a united front with Stalin against 
Bukharin. 'I'he conditions were those that applied in any united 
front; the Opposition must not give up its independence, its 

* A fLirlhcr analysis oi thr; problem is Inimd in tha])UT VI and in ’/he Prophet 
Oi/tiaU. 
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right of criticism, and its insistence on inner-party freedom. 
According to a w(!ll-known tactical formula, left and centn* 
should march scfiarately and strike jointly. True, for the tinu* 
bf'ing the Opposition had no ojiportiinity to apply this rule: the 
Stalinists and the Bukharinists shared power and maiiitainecl 
unity. But Trotsky liad no doubt that they would fall out pre¬ 
sently. His tactical rule was designed to drive a wedge betwei'ii 
them and assist in bringing about a realignmc'nt which would 
allow' the ()i)})osition to take command of all ‘anti-'rhermi- 
dorians", including th<‘ Stalinists. In the next few years llie 
whole conduct of tiu' Opposition was to l)e govcrnc‘d by this 
principle: ‘With Stalin against Bukharin? Yes. With Ihikharin 
against Stalin?.Nrv<‘r!’ 

When this tactical decision, for which Trotsky wa^^ maiiiK' 
responsil)le, is viewed in the grim light of‘tIi(‘ end which befell 
all anti-Stalinist factions and grou])s, it cannot but aj)]>car as 
an act of suicidal folly, 'fhe Tlicrmidorian spirit w’hich Irotsky 
saw as if embodied in the inefhr.tual Bukharin appears to ha\'e 
been the figment of an imagination overl'ed with histor)’. And as 
one ponders, with the full knowledge of* the after-events, Trot¬ 
sky's many anxious alarms about the ‘danger from the right', 
i.c. from Bukharin's faction, and his evident underestimation of* 
Stalin's powt r, oni' may marv('l at the short-sightedness or 
blindness which in this instance characterized the man so ohen 
distinguislied by prophetic foresight. However, a view’ taken 
only from the angle of the denouement would be one-sided. 
IVotsky’s decision has to be seen also against the background ol* 
the circumstances in which he took it. N.E.P. was at its height, 
the forces interested in a bourgeois restoration w'ere still aliv(' 
and active, and nobody dreamt as yet ol* the forcible suppres¬ 
sion of N.K.P. capitalism and of the ‘liquidation of the kulaks as 
a class'. Trotsky could not take for granted the outcome of th(' 
contest bctweiTi the antagonistic forces of Soviet society. The 
phantom of Thermidor, as he saw it, wtis still half real. Eight or 
even ten years after 1917 the possibility of a restoration could 
not be ruled out. As Marxist and Bolshevik, he naturally felt it 
to b(^ his prime duty to strain all strength and to mobilize all 
<*ncrgies against it. This determined his inner-party tactics. If 
anything at all could still pave the way for restoration, then 
it was Bukharin’s rather than Stalin’s policy. Within this 
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context Trotsky could not but conclude that the Opposition 
must lend conditional support to the latter against th(‘ rormcr. 
Such a conclusion was in line with Marxist tradition which aj)- 
provtxl alliance s between left and centre against the right, but 
considenxl any combination of left and right directed against the 
centre as unjorincipled and inadmissible. Thus, seen in its con- 
tc'inporary setting and judged in Marxist terms, Irotsky's atti¬ 
tude had its logic. It was his misfortune that subsequent ('x c'iits 
were to transcend that logic and to show it up as the logic' of the 
Opposition's self-effaccMiient. It was Trotsky's tragedy ind(*ed 
that in the very process by which he defended llie n-volmion hr 
also committed political suicide. 

In the spring of 1927 the inner-party slruggle llarcd up again 
in connexion with an issue which had hitherto playetl almost no 
part in it, but which was to remain at its centre to tlie end, until 
the final expulsion and the dissolution of the Joint Oi)position. 

That issue was the Chinese Revolution. 

It was about this time that the Chinese Revolution eiiK’red 
upon a grave crisis which had been prepared l)y developmenis 
dating back to the close of the Lenin era. The Kolslieviks had 
very early set their eyes on the anti-imperialist mo\emenls 
among the colonial and semi-colonial nations, believing that 
these movements constituted a major ‘strategic reserve' Inr 
proletarian re\olution in Europe. Bolli Lenin and 'Irotsky wer(‘ 
convinced that Western capitalism would be dc'cisiv(‘ly weakened 
if it were cut off from the colonial hinterland which supplied 
it with cheap labour, raw materials, and opportunities for 
exceptionally profitable investment. In 1920 the Gomintcan 
proclaimed the alliance of Western communism and the emanci¬ 
patory movements of the East. But it did not go beyond tlu' 
enunciation of the principle. It left open the forms of the alliance 
and the methods by which it was to be promoted. It acknow¬ 
ledged th(! struggles of the nations of Asia for independtmee as 
the historic equivalent of bourgeois revolutions in Europe; 
and it recognized the peasantry and, up to a point, even the 
bourgeoisie of those nations as allies of the working class. But 
the Leninist Comintern did not yet attempt to define clearly the 
relationship between the anti-imperialist movements and the 
struggle for socialism in Asia itself, or the attitude of the Chinese 
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.111(1 Incliaii CcMimiiinist parlies Inwards tlunr nwn ‘anti-im- 
I x'r i a I ist ’ b( )i 1 rgr't >isi(‘. 

It was (00 early to resolve these fpK'Stions. liie impact of tlH‘ 
October Re\'oliition on lh(‘ East was still too fresh. Its slrcntifth 
and depth could not yet be gauged. In the most important 
countries of Asia tin* Ctmimunist partic's weri! only lieginniiig 
to constitute themselves; the working classes were numerically 
weak and lacked ])olilical tradition; even bourgeois anti-im¬ 
perialism was still in a formative period. Only in 1921 did the 
Chineses Communist party, based on small propagandist circles, 
hold its first congress. But no sooner had it dime so and set out to 
Jbrmii late itsprograrnme and shape its organization ih.in Moscow' 
began to urge it to seek a rapprochement with the Kuornintang. 
The Kuornintang basked in the moral authority of Sun Yat-sen 
wiiicli was then at its height. Sun Yat-sen hims'clf was eager for 
an agreement with Russia which would strengthen his hands 
against Western imjKTialisrn; and in his vague, ‘classless'. Popu¬ 
list socialism, he w-as prepared to co-operate with the Chinese 
Communists as well, but only if they acceptc^l his leadership 
nnrescrx'eclly and supportt'd the Kuornintang. H(! sigru'd a pact 
ol* friendship with Lenin's government, but ibund it more 
difficult to get the Chin(*se (>)mmiinists to eo-operate with him 
on his terins.^ 

'I’he Communists were led by Chen Tii-hsiu, (me of the 
intellectual ])ioneers of Marxism in Asia, its first gri‘at propa¬ 
gandist in China, and the most outstanding figure of the Chinese 
Revolution u]) to the advent of Mao Tse-tung, to whom he was 
inferior as tactician, j^ractical leader, and organizer, but superior, 
it seems, as thinker and theorist. Chen Tu-hsiu had been the 
initiator of the great campaign against the privil(\ges the Western 
jiowers enjoyi^d in China: the eampaign starling from Pekin 
University, of wdiich Chen Tu-hsiu was a professor, assumed 
such powder that under its pressure the Chinese government 
refu.S(‘d to sign the Versailles Treaty wliich sanctioned the 
privileg(\s. It was largely under Chen Tu-hsiirs influence that 

* 'riif arenunt given in these: j>ages is hased inter alia on Hrandt, Sc liMari/. 
i''aii])ank, A Documentary History of Chinese Communism; Mao 'I’sc-tuntc. SeltfUil 
n M. i\. Roy, Hevolutton untih'ontcrrevoluiion in China: Chen Tii-Iisin. ‘An Open 
Letier t<» the Parly’ {Militant, * Stalin, UWA.v; Trotsky, Problems of the Chinese 
iiewlution; Isaacs, The Tragedy of the Chinese Revolution; Tang Leaiig-Li, Thinner 
History of tfie Chinese Revolution; files ol' Bolshevik, Inprekor, and Revolutsionnyi losiok. 
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tiu: Marxist propagandist circles had developed which Ibrnicd 
ihc Cloinmiinist party. He remained the party’s undisputed 
leader from the moment of its foundation till late in 1927, 
throughout the crucial phases of the revolution. l"rom the 
beginning he viewed \\ ith apprehension the political advice his 
party received Ifoiii Moscow. He admitted the lu'ed for Cbm- 
munisis tf) co-operate with the Kuomintang, but was afraid ol 
too close an alliance which would prevent communism 1‘rom 
establishing its own identity; he preferred his party to stand on 
its own feet before it marched with the Kuomintang. Moscow, 
however, insisttnily urged him to drop his scruples; and h(' 
possessed none of the strength ol* character and none ol* the 
slyness of Mao Tse-tung, who in similar situations never raiscxl 
objections to Moscow’s ad\'ice, always jnirtended to accept it, 
and then ignored it and acted according to his own lights, with¬ 
out e\(:r proNoking a genuiiK! breach with Moscow. Chen Tii- 
hsiu was straightforward, soft, and lacked self-conhdencc; and 
these qualities made him a tragic figure. At e\(*ry stage he 
frankly slated his objections to Moscow’s policy; but he did not 
stick to them. ^Vhen overruled, he submitted to the Comin¬ 
tern's autlioriiy, and against his better knowledge' carried out 
Moscow's policy. 

As early as in 1922 3 two men who were lat(T prominent in 
the Trotskyist Opposition, Yofte and Maring-Snei'vliet,* played 
a crucial j)art in associating the young Chinese Communist 
])arty with the Kuomintang and in jueparing the ground for 
the policy which Stalin and Bukharin w(U*e to pursue, ^blfe, as 
Ambassador of Lenin’s governmeni, negotiated lh(^ pact of 
inendship with Sun Yat-sen. Eager to facilitate his task and, no 
doubt, going beyond his terms ol* reference, he assured Sun Yat- 
sen that the Bolsheviks were not interc'Sted in promf)ting Chinese 
communism and that they would use their inllut'iice to ensun* 
that the Chinese Communists co-operated with the Kuomintang 
on Sun Yat-serfs terms. Maring attended, as delegate of the 
Communist International, the second congress of the Chinese 
Communist party in 1922. It was on his initiative that tlie party 

* Marii)g-.STU'('vli<:(, a Diiich .Marxist, had been closely associated witli the 
beginnings of communism in Indonesia, and represented the Dutch party in 
Moscow. In later years, especially throughout the 1930*5, he was Trotsky’s ardent 
ibllowcr. During the Second World War he led a resistance group in occupied 
Holland and was executed by the Nazis. 
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rsUihlislK (1 cont.u l with llir Kiininint.in,!^ iiiid to discuss 

die conditions of adherence to it. But Sun ^'at-s<'n''s terms were 
stifl'; and tin* negotiations broke down. 

Later in the yirar Maring returned to China and told Chen 
Tii-hsin and his comrades that thi* Conirnimist International 
lirnily instructed them to join the Kuomintaiig, legardlcss ol' 
terms. Chen Tn-hsiu was reluctant to act on this instruction, 
but when Maring invokc'd the principle of international com- 
immist discipline, he and his comrades submitted. Sun Vat-sen 
insisted, like Chiang Kai-shek lai(‘r, that th(‘ Communist party 
must n'lhiin from criticizing opcmly the Kuomintang's policy 
and must observe its discipline—otherwise he would expel the 
C'ommunisis from tlu* Kuomintang and consider his alliance 
with Russia null and void. By ilie beginning of* 1924 the Coin- 
iminist party had joined the Kuomintang. It did not at first 
take Sun Yat-sen's terms to lu art: it maintained its indepen- 
denee; and it pursued distinctly emnnmnist policies, incurring 
the Kiioinintang's displt‘asure. 

Coniinunist influence grew rapidly. When in 1923 the great 
‘mo\ ement of ;jo May' spread over southern Cliina, tlie Com¬ 
munists wt'ri' in its vanguard, inspiring the boycott of Western 
concessions and concerns and leading the general strike of Can¬ 
ton, the greatest so far in China's history. .As the momcnium 
of the movement increased, the Kuomintang leaders liecame 
friglileued, tried to curb it, and clashed with the Communists, 
riic latter sensed the approach of civil war, wen* anxious to 
untie their hands in time, and inad<* representations to Moscow. 
In October i(|2f) Chen Tu-lisiii proposed to prepare his party's 
exodus from the Kucunintang. 'J'he Lxi'cutive ol* the Com¬ 
munist International, however, vetoed the plan and admonislied 
the Chinese party to do its utmost to avoid civil war. Soviet 
military and diplomatic advisers, Borodin, Blucher, and others, 
worked at Chiang Kai-shek’s headcjuartta s, arming and training 
his troops, .\eiilier Bukharin nor Stalin, who by now cHcctivcly 
direcl«*d iet j)oliey, believed that Chinese communism had 
any chance ol*seizing j)ower in tlie near future; and both were 
anxious to maintain the Soviet alliance with the Kuomintang. 
The growth of communist influence threatened to disrupt that 
alliance and so they were determined to keep the Chinese party 
in its place. 
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Moscow tiuis urged (^hen Tu-hsiii and his (Icntiul Coinniii- 
U'c to refrain from class struggle against thi' ‘|)atriotio’ bour¬ 
geoisie, fn)ni rcvoliitioiKirx-agrarian in()\cincius, and from 
crilicism of Sun Yal-senism, which had since Sun Val-scn's 
death become canonized as the ideology c^i' the Kuomintang. 
'I'c justify their attitud(' in Marxist terms, Bukharin and Stalin 
evoived the theory that tlie revolution which had begun in 
China, being bourgt'ois in cliaract(‘r, could not set ilst'lf so('ialist 
obj<‘Clives; that the ami-inip<Tialist bourgeoisie behind the Kuo- 
niintang was playing a revolutionary role; and that it was con¬ 
sequently the duty of the Coniniimist ])arty to maintain unity 
with it, and do nothing that could anlagonize it. Seeking further 
to substantiate their policy on df)etrinal grounds, they iiuoked 
the view famin had expounded in iqof) that in the ‘hourgeois’ 
Russian Revolution, directed against Tsardom, socialists must 
aim at a 'democratic dictatorship of workias and |)easaiits\ not 
at a proletarian dictatorship. 'J'his prec(‘denl had little or no 
relevance to the .situation in China: in loo-, Lenin and his party 
did not seek an alliance with the Liberal bourgeoisie against 
Tsardom—on th(’ contrary, I.enin preached untiringly that 
the bourgeois revolution could c.oiKjiurr in Russia only under the 
leadership of the working class, in irreconcilable hostility to tlu* 
Liberal bourgeoisie; and <'veii the Menshev iks, who did seek an 
alliance with the bourgeoisie, did not dream of accepting the 
leadership and discipline of an organization domiiiatcd by it. 
Bukharin’s and Stalin’s policy was, as 'Trotsky later ])oint(‘(l out, 
a parody not merely of the Bolshevik but even olthe M**nshevik 
attitude in iqof). 

However, these doctrinal sophistries serv<‘d a purpose: they 
embellished Moscow’s policy ideologically and .sootfud the 
conscience of Communists who felt uneasy over it. 'The oppor¬ 
tunism of that policy showed it.self startlingly wlu‘n, early in 
1920, the Kuomintang was admittt*d to tlie Clommunist Inter¬ 
national as an a.s.sociate party and the E.xeeulivit of the Inter¬ 
national elected with a flourish General Ghiang Rai-sli(*k as 
honorary member. With this gesture Stalin and Bukharin demon¬ 
strated their ‘good walT to th(' Kuomintang and browb(*al the 
Chinese Communists. On 20 March, only a ftwv wrecks after the 
‘General StaffofWorld Revolution’ had eieet('d him its honorary 
member, Chiang Kai-shek carried out his first aiiti-cominunist 
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coup. He barred communists from all posts at the headquarters 
f)l' tlie Kuomintang, banned their criticisms of Sun Yat-sen’s 
political philosophy, and demanded from their Central Com¬ 
mittee that it should submit a list of all party members who had 
joined the Kuomintang. Pressed by Soviet advisers, Chen Tu- 
hsiu and his comrades agreed. But, convinced that Chiang Kai- 
shi'k was preparing civil war against them, they were anxious 
to organize communist-led armed forces to match, if need be, 
his military strength; and they asked for Soviet assistance. The 
Soviet representatives at Canton categorically vetoed this plan 
and refused all assistance. Once again Chen Tu-hsiu bowed to 
the Comintern's authority.* The newspapers of Moscow made 
no comment on Chiang's coup—they did not even report the 
event. 'Phe Polilbureau, fearing complications, s(‘nt Bubnov, 
the ex-] 3 ecemist, to China to cnibree its policy and persuade the 
CHiinese communists that it was their revolutionary duty to *dt) 
coolie ser\ice’ to the Kuomintang.^ 

During all these events the Chinese issue remained as if out¬ 
side the Russian inner party controversy. The fact deserves to 
be underlined: it disposes ol'one of the legends of vulgar Trot¬ 
skyism which maintains that the Opposition had from tlieb(‘gin- 
ning unn'iniilingly resisted Stalin's and Bukharin's ‘betrayal 
of the Chinese Revolution*. No doubt, Trotsky himself had had 
his misgivings as early as at the beginning of 1924. He had then 
< xpressed at the Politbureau a critical view' of the adherence of 
the Chimse Communists to the Kuomintang; and in the fol¬ 
lowing two years he nvstated his view' on a few^ occasions. But he 
did it almost casually. He did not dwell on the matter and did 
not go to its heart. When he found that at the Politbureau he 
stood alone—all other members backed the Chinese policy-- he 
did not try to repeat his objections before the wider forum of the 
Central Committee. Not once, it .seems, in these years, 1924 -6, 
did he speak about China in the Executive or the commis¬ 
sions of the Comintern. Not once, at any rate, did he allude in 
jiublic to any dilTercnce of opinion in this matter. He appears to 
have given to it far less attention and far less weight than he 

* C:hcn Tu-hsiu relates that tlic Chinese Ontral Committee requested the 
Soviet military advisers in CJlanton to supply from the munitions which had 
arrived for CZhiang Kai-shek at least 5,000 rifles to the communists to enable them 
to arm insurgent Kwantung peasants. The request was refused. 

* Quoted from Chen Tu-hsiu’s ‘Open Letter*. 
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ga\T British or even Polish communist policies. He was ('vidcnily 
jioi clrnrly aware of the force of the tempest brcakini^ o\*rr 
Clliina and of tlic magnitude and gravit\' of the approaching 
crisis in comiminist policy. 

Early in 1926 he was still concerned more closely with the 
conduct of Soviet diplomacy towards China ilian with the 
direction of communist afiairs there. He presided over a spexial 
commission—Chicherin, Dzerzhinsky, and N'oroshilov were its 
members—^vhich was to prepare recommendations lor the Polit- 
Inireau on the line that Soviet diplomacy ought to pursue in 
China. Of the commission’s work little is known, apart fi om its 
report which Trotsky submitted to the Politbureau on 25 March 
1926.' As he did not dissociate himself freun the report, it must 
be assumed that he was in basic agretanent with it. Tlie com¬ 
mission made its recommendations in siriclU diplomatic terms, 
without reference to the objectives of the Chint se Communist 
party. AVhile that party strove, in co-operation with thf‘ Kuonjin- 
tang, to abolish the sMus quo in China, lh(‘ commission offered 
instructions for the Soviet diplomatic scr\*ices on the attitudes 
they should adopt wathin the stains quo. Both the Communist 
parly and the Kuomintang called for the political unilication 
of the country, that is for the overthrow of* Chang Tso-lin’s 
government, whose w rit ran in the north, and for th(‘ spread of 
revolution from south to north. Trotsky’s commission reckoned 
with China’s continued division; and its rixommendations were 
as if calculated to prolong it. At this time Chiarig Kai-shek w'as 
already preparing his great military expedition against the 
north. Amid the confusion which reigned across the So\'iet Far 
Eastern frontier, Trotsky’s commission sought not to promote 
revolution but to secure every possible ad\'antage for the Soviet 
government. Thus the commission suggested that Soviet diplo¬ 
matic agencies should seek a modus vivendi and a dixision of 
spheres between Chiang Kai-shek’s government in the south 
and Chang Tso-lin’s in the north. 

Trotsky later maintained that at the Politbiin^au, during the 
discussion on the report, Stalin tabled an airiendmcmt that Soviet 
military advisers should dissuade Chiang Kai-shek from under¬ 
taking his expedition. The commission rejected the amendment, 
but in more general terms it advised Soviet agencies in China to 

* The Archives, 
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‘urge ruoderali(ur on (lliiang Kai-shek. The Polilbureau's main 
(oncern was with saiegiiarding Russia's position in Manchuria 
against Japanese encroachments. The commission therefore ad¬ 
vised that Russian envoys in northern C4hina should encourage 
Cliang Tso-lin to pursue a policy of balancing between Russia 
and Japan. Moscow^ loo weak to eliminate Japanese influence 
irom Manchuria and not believing in the Kuomiritang’s ability 
10 do so, was n-ady to reconcih* its(‘lf to Japan’s predominance 
in southern Manchuria, provided that Russia, remaining in 
possession ol' the North Kastern Chiiu'se Railway, maintained 
Iier hold on the northern part of the j)rovince. 'I’he commission 
urged Soviet (‘inoys to prepare public opinion ‘carefully and 
lactliilly’ for this arrangement, which was likely to hurl patriotic 
feelings in (Ihina. 'I'lie Politbureau’s nioiiv(‘s were mixed and 
langleil. It was concerned over Manchuria. But it also feared 
that Chiang Kai-shek's expedition against the north might 
provoke tlu' Western j)owers to intenene in C-lhina more cner- 
gt'lically than hitherto. And it also suspected that Clhiang was 
planning the expedition as a diversion from revolution, a means 
\{) absorl) and disperse the rcvoluticmary energies of the south. 

In Ajiril the lV>litbureau accepted the report of Trotsky’s 
coinmissicni. At this point, however, 'IVotsky raised the problem 
nl the strictly communist ix)licy in Clhina. 'rhis, he held, should 
remain iiidepencleiii of Soviet diplomatic considerations: it was 
the diplomats’ business to make deals with i‘xisting bourgeois 
governments—evc'n VNith old-time war-lords; but it was the 
revolutionaries’ job to overthrow' lliem. He ])rotestcd against 
the admission of the Kuomintang to the Clomintern. Sun Yat- 
senisin, he said, extolled the harmony of all classes; and so it was 
incompatible with Marxism committed to class struggle. In 
electing Chiang Kai-shek an honorary member, the Executive 
of tlu: Gomintt‘1 n had played a bad jok(‘. Finally, he repeated 
his old objections to the adherence of the Chinese Communists 
to the Kuomintang.* Once more, all members of the Politbureau, 
including Zinoviev and Kamenev, who were now on the point 
of forming the Joint Opposition, defended the official conduct of 
(Chinese communist affairs. This exchange, too, was incidental. 
It occurred within the closed doors of the Politbureau; and it 
had no consequences. 

* Stalin, Sochintnya, vui. x, pp. i54-‘5. 
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Then, for a whole year, from April 1926 till the end of March 
1927, neither Trotsky nor the other leaders of tin* Opposition 
look up the issue. (Only Radek, who since May 1925 had 
headed the Sun Yat-sen University in Moscow and had to 
expound party policy to perplexed Chinese students, 'pestered' 
the Politbureau for guidance. This he failed to obtain and he 
(‘xpressed mild misgivings.) Yet this was tin* most crucial and 
critical year in the history' of the Chinese Revolution. On 2(i 
July, four months after the Polilbur(‘au had discussed the rc'port 
of Trotsky's commission, Chiang Kai-shek, ignoring Soviet 
‘counsels of moderation', issued his marching orders for the 
northern expedition. His troops advanc(‘d rapidly. Against Mos¬ 
cow’s expectation, their appearance in ctmtral China acted as a 
tremendous stimulus to a nation-wide revolutionary moverTumt. 
The northern and central provinces were astir with risings 
against Chang Tso-lin’s administration and the corrupt war¬ 
lords wdio supported it. The urban workeis were ih(* most active 
(‘Icment in the political movement. The ("otnmunist j)arty was 
in the ascendant. It led and inspired the risings. Its m(‘mbers 
stood at the head of the trade unions, which had sprung into 
being overnight and found enthusiastic mass support in liberated 
cities and towns. All along the route of Chiang Kai-shek’s ad- 
\ancc the peasantr)’ welcomed his troops and, counting on their 
support, rose against war-lords, landlords, and usurers, nxidy to 
dispossess them. 

Chiang Kai-shek was frightened by the tide of revolution and 
sought to contain it. He forbade strikes and demonstrations, 
suppressed trade unions, and sent out punitive expeditions to 
subdue the peasants and to requisition ibod. Intense hostility 
developed between his headquarters and the Communist party. 
Chen Tu-hsiu, reporting these events to Moscow, demanded 
that his fjarty should at last be authorized to make its exodus 
from the Kuomintang. He was still for a united front of Com¬ 
munists and Kuomintang against the northern war-lords and 
the agencies of the Western powers; but he held that it w^as 
imperative for his party to shake off the Kuomintang’s dis¬ 
cipline, regain freedom of manoeuvre, encourage the proletarian 
movement in the towns, back the peasantry’s struggle for land, 
and get ready for open conflict with Chiang Kai-shek. A rebuff 
was once again the answer Chen Tu-hsiu received from the 
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Executive of the International. Bukharin rejected his demand as 
dangerous ‘ultra left’ heresy. As the Central Committee’s rap- 
portciir at the party conference in October, Bukharin reasserted 
the need Ho maintain a single national revolutionary front’ in 
China where ‘the commercial industrial bourgeoisie was at 
present playing an obj('ctively revolutionary role . . It might 
be diflicult, he w('nt on, for Communists to satisfy in these 
circumstances th(' peasantry’s clamour for land. The Chinese 
party had to kf'ep a balance between the interests of the 
peasanlr\' and those of the anti-imperialist bourgeoisi(‘ which 
was opi^osed to agrarian upheaval. The Communists’ overriding 
duty was to safi'guard the unity of'all anti-imperialist forces: 
and they must repudiate all attempts at disrupting the Kuomin- 
lang.- I\itieiice and ciicumspection weii‘ the watchwords- - 
all the nK)r(‘ so as the revolutionary atmosphere was aflecting 
lh(* Kuomintang too, biinging about its ‘radicalization’, and 
‘reducing its right wing to impotence'. 

Somewhat later Stalin also, speaking at the Comintern's 
Chincsi' commission, extolled C'hiang Kai-shek's ‘revohition- 
ary armi(\s', demanded from the Communists complete sub¬ 
mission to till* Kuomintang, and wariu'd them against any 
attempts at setting up Soviets at the height of a ‘bourgeois 
rev(»lulion*.^ 

On the face ol it, Stalin's and Bukharin's predictions about 
.1 ‘leftward shill in the Kuomintang’ presently came true. In 
\ovcmbcr the Kuomintang government was reconstructed into 
a. broad coalition, in which leflish groupings led by Wang 
Ching-wei, Chiang’s rival, came to the fore, and which in¬ 
cluded tw^o Communist Ministers in charge of agriculture and 
labour. The new government moved from Canton to Wuhan. 
The Kuomintang right, however, was far from being ‘reduced 
to im])otence’. Chiang Kai-shek remained in supreme com¬ 
mand of the armed forces and was busy setting the stage for his 
dictatorship. It wms rather the Communists within the govern¬ 
ment who were reduced to impotence. The Minister of Agricul¬ 
ture exerted himself to stem the tide of agrarian revolt; and the 
Minister of Labour had to swallow Chiang Kai-shek’s anti-labour 

* /5 Knnferentsyn VKP {b), p. 27 . 

* Ibid., pp. 28-29. 

* Smlin, Swhinenya, vol. viii, pp. 357-"74' 
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decrees.* From Moscow ever new envoys arrived to calm the 
Communists: after Bubnov’s departure, the eminent Indian 
communist leader M. N. Roy appeared with this mission at 
AVuhan towards the end of the year 

The Politbureau was still preachin.c^ unity with the Kuomin- 
tang when in the spring of 1927 Chiang Kai-shek, still honorary 
member of the Ex('cutiv(' of the Comintern, carried out anotlnu' 
coup by which he initiated open count(‘r-rt‘voIution. The scene 
was Shanghai, China’s largest city and commercial centre, 
dominated by the extra-territorial enclaves of the Western 
powers and their warships anchored in tht' harbour. Shorlly 
before Chiang Kai-sh('k’s troops had entered, the workers ol 
Shanghai rose, overthrew the old administration, and look con¬ 
trol of the city. Once again the hapless Chen 'ru-hsiii appt'alcd 
to Comintern headquarters seeking to impress tluan with the 
significance* of the event—the greatest proletarian rising Asia 

had seen.and to disentangle his party from its commitrtjents to 

the Kuomintang. Once again he and his comrades were press('d 
to reaffirm their allegiance to the Kuomintang and also to >'ield 
control over Shanghai to Chiang Kai-sh(*k. B(‘wild(u*('d but 
disciplined, rejecting assistance offered them by (Ihiang's own 
detachments, the Communists on the spot accepte d these in¬ 
structions, laid down arms, and surrendered. Then, on 12 
April, only three weeks after their victorious rising, Chiang 
Kai-shek ordered a massacre in which tens of' thousands ol 
Communists and of workers who had followed tl](*m wen* 
slaughtered, 

'Thus the Chinese Communists were made to ])ay their tribute 
to the sacred (\goism of the first workers’ state, the* egoism that 
the doctrine of socialism in one country had elevated to a 
principle. The hidden implications of the doctrine were brought 
out and written in blood on the pavements of Shanghai. Stalin 
and Bukharin considered themselves entitled to sacrifice the 
Chinese Revolution in what they believed to be the interest of 
the consolidation of the Soviet Union, Tliey sought desperately 
to avoid any course of action which might turn the capitalist 
powers against the Soviet Union and disturb its hard-won and 
precarious peace and equilibrium. They conceived their Chinese 

* M. N. Roy, Revolution und Konterrevolution in China, pp. 413 ff. Harold Isaacs, 
The Tragedy of the Chinese Revolution, chapters 14 and 15. 
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policy in the same mood in which they shaped their present 
domestic policies, believing that it was wisdom’s first command¬ 
ment to k(*('p lo ihe safe side and to proceed cautiously, step by 
step, in the conduct of all affairs of state. The sanu! logic which 
had induced tluun to placate the ‘strong larmcr’ at home led 
them to woo so excessively the Kuomintang. They Jiad indeed 
expeclt‘d the Chinese Revolution to develop at the snail’s pac(* 
at which Bukharin thought that socialism could progress in 
Russia. 

As so olten in history, this kind of weary and seemingly 
practical r< alism was but a pipe-dream. It w^as impossible to 
ride the dragons of revolution and counter-revolution at the 
snail's pace. But th(‘ Bolsheviks had for years exerted themselves 
to gain a breathing space ibr the Soviet Union. Having gained 
it, they sraight to draw it out indefinitely; and they reacted 
with sore resentnumt against anything which might conceivably 
interrupt it or sliorten it. At home a policy risking conflict with 
th<' peasantry might interrupt it. Abroad a forward communist 
policy miglil interrupt it. The ruling factions were dtrtcrmined 
that this shoiilcl not Iiappcn; and so, almost without turning a 
hair, they made the (Chinese Revolution prolong with its dying 
breath the breathing space f<»r the \vorkers’ first slated 

It was only on 31 March 1927, after a year's silence and barely 
a fortnight bidbre the Shanghai massacre, that Trotsky attacked 
the Politburcau’s Chinese policy.- That he had been implicitly 
opposed to that policy and its premisses cannot lx* doiditcd. His 
earlier protests against the entry of the Chinese party into the 
Kuomintang and against the lionoiir the Comintern had be- 
stowxd on Chiang Kai-shek had shown it. His own conceptions, 
developed consistently over more than twenty years, made it 
imjiossiblc for him to accept even for a moment the ideological 
arguments with which Stalin and Bukharin endeavoured to 
justify their politic al strate gy. Nothing was farther from the ex¬ 
ponent of permanent revolution than their view that because the 
upheaval in China was bourgeois in character, the Communists 

* Sialin attempted to treat the next Chinese Revolution (1947 9) in the same 
way, but the mrancnlum of tliat revolution was too great for that; and Mao 
Tse-tung had learned his lesson from the experience of Chen Tu-hsiu. 

* See his letter to the Politbureau and the Central Committee in The Archiies, 
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there must forgo their socialist aspirations for the sake of an 
alliance with the Kuomintang bourgeoisie. It was inherent in 
Trotsky's whole way of thinking that he should take the view 
that the bourgeois and the socialist phases of the r(‘\'olution 
would merge, as they had merged in Russia; that the working 
class would be the chief driving force ihroiigliout; and that the 
revolution would either win as a proletarian movement usher¬ 
ing in a proletarian dictatorship or would not win at all. 

AVhy then did lie keep silent during the decisive year? He 
v.'as, of course, ill much of the time; he was up to his neck in 
domestic issues and the affairs of European communism; he was 
engaged in an unequal struggle; and he had to reckon with the 
Opposition’s d<‘licale tactical situation. Mis attention so his 
private papers suggest—did not become focused on the Clhinese 
problem before the early months of 1927. He had not been 
aware how far the Politbureau’s opportunism and cynicism had 
gone. He had no knowledge of the reluctance with which tin* 
Chinese Communists had acted on its instructions. He had no 
inkling of Chen Tu-hsitrs many appeals and prot(‘sts Stalin 
and Bukharin had locked them up in secret files: nor was he 
acquainted with other confidential communications that had 
passed between Moscow and Canton or Wuhan. \Vhi*n at last, 
having little more to go by than news generally accessible, h(‘ 
became alarmed and raised the issue within tin* Opjiosition's 
leading circle, he found that even there In' was almost isolated. 

Up to the end of 1926 Zinoviev and Kamcne\' had had little 
with which to reproach official policy. Sticking to the ‘old Bol- 
she\dk’ ideas of 1903, they too held that llu! Chinese* Revolution 
must of necessity limit itself to its bourgeois and anti-imperialist 
objectives. They approved the party’s entry into the Kuomin¬ 
tang. In his heyday at the Comintern Zinoviev himself must 
have played his part in implementing this policy and in over¬ 
ruling Chen Tu-hsiu’s objections. But even the most important 
Trotskyists, Preobrazhensky, Radek, and also, it seems, Pyata- 
kov and Rakovsky, were taken aback w-hen Trotsky applied the* 
scheme of permanent revolution to China.* Th<*y did not think 
that proletarian dictatorship could be establish(*d and that the 
Communist party could seize power in a country even more 

* See Trotsky’s 1928 corrcsyondcncc with Radek and I'rcobra/.hrnsky in The 
Archibcx. 
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retarded socially than Russia had been. Only when Trotsky 
threatened to raise the issue on his own responsibility and 
virtually to split the Opposition over it, and only after it had 
become abundantly clear that the work(TS were in fact the 
‘chief driving force’ of the Chinese Revolution and that in 
obstructing it Stalin and Bukharin had long since gone beyond 
tlie point at which ‘old Bolshevik’ theoiy' and dogma had any 
meaning, did the leaders of the Opposition consent to open a 
controve rsy over China in the Central Committee. Even then 
they w<Te pn'pared to turn against the official policy but not 
against ils premisses. Tlu'y were willing to attack the excessive 
zeal with which Stalin and Bukharin had made of the Chinese 
party Chiang Kai-shek’s accomplice in subduing strikes, demon¬ 
strations, and pe asant risings; but they still held that the Com¬ 
munists shouKi remain within the Kuoinintang, and that this 
'bourgeois’ re\'olution could not usher in a proletarian dicta¬ 
torship for China. This was a self-contradictory and self- 
defeating attitude, for once it had been conceded that the 
Communists must stay within the Kuomintang, it was incon¬ 
sistent to ('xpec't tli( in not to pay for it, 

'Trotsky contented liimself with op(*ning the new controversy 
inside the limits within wliicli Zinoviev, Kamenev, Radek, 
PreobrazlK’iisky, and Pyatakov were prepared to conduct it. In 
the early months of the year the rhiels of the Opposition were 
still seeking to adjust their diirerenees; only tow’ards the end of 
Man h did the)' define tlie eommon ground from w'hich they 
would start the attack, 'They now ernbaiked upon a new' and 
dangiTous venture. IVotsky w^as conscious of its bleak prospects. 
On 22 March, the very day when the w orkers of Shanghai w ere 
up in arms and Chiang Kai-shek’s troops w ere entering the city, 
he remark(*d in his private papers that there was ‘the danger 
that at the Central Committee they wT)uld turn the matter into 
a factional srpiabble instead of discussing it seriously’. Regard¬ 
less of this, the issue' had to be posed, for ‘how- can one keep 
silent when nothing less than the head of the Chinese proletariat 
is at slake?’* 

The fact that the Opposition applied itself to China so late 
and with so many mental reser\'ations weakened its stand from 
the beginning. The policy wdiich was in the next few’ weeks to 

* The Trotsky Archives. 
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produce the debacle had been pursued for at least three long 
years. It could hardly have been reversed within two or three 
weeks. Even as Trotsky was resolving that he could not keep 
silent when ‘the head of the Ghines(‘ proletariat was at stake’ 
that head was already under Chiang Kai-shek’s hammer-blow. 
When the Opposition then d('noinu‘(‘cl Stalin and Bukharin as 
those responsible, they retorted by asking where the Opposition 
had b('en and why it had kept silent during three long years.^ 
They plausibly suggested that the critics’ indignation was 
spurious, that the Op[)osition had been on the look-out lor a 
debating point, and that it grasped at thf‘ C!hinesr issue ‘as a 
drowning man grasps at a straw'. 'rh(' rejoinders wt^re not 
wholly undesen’ed. Stalin rurtln*r brought to light th(‘ incon¬ 
sistencies in the Opposition's attitude* and exploited to the utmost 
the differences between Trotsky and his(‘olleaguf s. This does not 
altcrthe fact that the Opposition's criticisms, r\vn if Ix'lated and 
half-hearted, w(‘re justified. As to 'rn)lsky throughout tlu'sc* 
fateful weeks, day after day he struggled with all his courage and 
energy for a last-minute revision of policy. His analyses of the 
situation were of crystalline clarity; his prognostications were* 
faultless; and his warnings were like mighty alarm h(‘lls. 

Posterity can only marvel at the malignant ('omplacency and 
wilfulncss with which the ruling factions shut their ears during 
these weeks, and throughout the rest of th<* year, when, amid 
many rapid shifts in China, 'IVotsky cc’aselessly tri(‘d \n induce* 
them to salvage at least the wreckage ol‘ Chim.’sc* communism. 
At ever)’ stage they spurned his promptings, partly from politi¬ 
cal calculation and partly because* tlu^y were bent on proving 
him wTong. AVhen events proved him right and brought fresh 
disasters, they steered frantically and yet half-heartedly in the 
direction which he had favoured but which it was already too 
late to take; and invariably they sought to justify thcmselv(*s 
by heaping denunciation and abuse upon Trotskyism. 

It will not be out of place to survey here at least some of 
Trotsky’s interventions. In his letter to the Politburcau, of 31 
March, complaining that he had no access to reports from 
Soviet advisers and Comintern envoys, he pointed to the up¬ 
surge in China of the workers’ movement and of communism as 
the dominant feature of this phase of the revolution. Why, he 

* Stalin, Sochinmya^ vol. x, pp. 17, 2i, 25 and passim. 
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asked, did the party not call upon the workers to elect Soviets, 
at least in the main industrial centres such as Shanghai and 
Hankow? Why did it not encourage agrarian r(!Volution? Why 
did it not seek to establish the clos(‘St co-operation between in¬ 
surgent workers and peasants? This alone could save the revolu¬ 
tion which, he insistf^d, was alr(‘ady conhonted wath the dangrr 
of a counter-revolutionary militaiy coup. 

'riiree days later, on 3 A])ril, h(' canu* out against an editorial 
statement in the Cojmnunist International to the effect that the 
crucial issu(‘ in China was ‘the further development o(' the 
Kuomintang'.^ 'Ihis was exactly what was not the crucial issue, 
he repli('d. The Kuomintang could not lead the revolution tr) 
victory. Work('rs and ])('asant.s must be urgently organized in 
Councils. Day in, day out, he protested against speeches by 
Kalinin, Rudzutak, and others, who asserted that all classes of' 
Chinese society look u])on the Kuomintang as upon their j)arly 
and should give the Kuomintang government their whole- 
heartt'd support'. On 5 April, a week before the Shanghai 
ciisis, he wrot(' <‘m])haiically that Chiang Kai-shek was prt’- 
pariiig a quasi-Iionapartist or fascist coup and that only W orkers’ 
Councils could frustrate him. Such councils, Soviets, should first 
act as a counterbalance to the Kuomintang administration, and 
then, after a period of ‘dual power’, become the organs of'in¬ 
surrection and HAolutionary government. On 12 A])ril, the day 
ol' th(! Shanghai massacre, he wrote a scathing refutation of a 
(Hilogy of th(' Kuomintang which had appeared in Pravda —its 
author, Martynov, liad for twenty years been the most right- 
wing Menslu'vik, had joined the Communist party only some 
years after the civil war, and was now a leading light in the 
Comintern. In the next few days Trotsky wrote to Stalin, once 
more asking in vain to be shown the confidcTitial reports from 
China. Grotesquely, on i8 April, a wTck after the Shanghai 
massacre, the eastern secretariat of the Comintern invited him 
to autograph, as other Soviet leaders did, a picture for Chiang 
Kai-shek as a token of friendship. He refused and rebuked with 
angry conl('mpt the Comintern officials and their inspirers.- 
By this time reports about the Shanghai butchery had reached 
Moscow. Stalin’s and Bukharin’s pleadings were still fresh in 

* Komwunisticheskii Intemaisional, 18 M.'irch 1927. 

* All this correspondence is quoted from The Arrtm^s. 
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everyone’s memory. Fortunately for them the criticisms of th(! 
Opposition had not become public knowledge—only some party 
cadres, Comintern officials, and Chinese students in Moscow 
were aware of the controversy. Stalin and Bukharin did their 
best to belittle the events and presented them as an episodic S('t- 
back to the Chinese Revolution.> They were compelled, how¬ 
ever, to modify their policy. The 'alliance’ with Chiang Kai-shek 
having lapsed, they inslrucled the Chinese Communists to 
attach themselves all the closer to the ‘left Kuornintang’, i.e. 
the \Vuhan government, headed by W'ang Ching-wei. "J'he left 
Kuornintang was temporarily in conflict with Chiang Kai-shek 
and anxious to benefit from communist support. Moscow readily 
granted it and pledged that Chen Tu-hsiu and his comrades 
would refrain as before from ‘provocative’ revolutionary action 
and submit to Wang Ching-wei’s discipline.- 

Trotsky asserted that the new policy merely re{)r()(luced the 
old mistakes on a smaller scale. The Communists should b(' 
encouraged to adopt at last a forward policy, to form Workers' 
and Peasants' Councils, and to support with all their strength 
the rebellious peasantry in the. south of China, wh<T(' Chiang 
Kai-shek’s writ did not run and they could still act. 'i ruc, he 
saw the ])ossibilities of revolutionary action as greatly reduced: 
Chiang Kai-shek’s coup w’as, despite official attempts to belittle 
it, a ‘basic shift’ from revolution to counter-revolution and a 
'crushing blow’ to the urban revolutionary forces. Rut he as¬ 
sumed that Chiang Kai-shek had not succeeded in overwhelm¬ 
ing the scattered and elusive agrarian movements; that tin- 
peasants’ struggle for the land w'ould go on; and that it might 
in time provide the stimulus for a revival of revolution in tin- 
towms.^ Communists should thrown their full W'cight behind the 
agrarian movements; but to be able to do this tiny must at last 
break with the Kuornintang, ‘left’ as well as right, and pursu(- 
their own aims. On this point again the Zinovievists disagreed, 
'riicy still preferred the Chinese party to remain within the left 
Kuornintang; but they w'ished it to pursue there an independent 

^ Stalin, Snehinenya, \f*l. ix, pp. (>«.» and fmsim. 

* See Stalin’s ‘theses’ in Sochimnya, vol. ix, p. 221. This attitude was reluctantly 
adopted by the C:iiinf:se Communist party during its congress at the end of Ai>ril. 
See Chen Tu-hsiu’s ‘Open Letter*. 

® See ‘The Situation in China After Chiang's Coup and the i'rospects* (written 
on 19 April 1927) in The Archives, 
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j^olicy, in opposition to Wang Ching-wci. Along these lines th(‘ 
Opposition argued its case in many statements, none of ^vllich 
saw the light. 

I'he Opposition’s return to the attack over China threw the 
ruling factions into a fever. Their predicament was grave, for 
never belbrc had the futility of their policy been so glaringly 
revealed and lU'ver before had their leaders so outrageously and 
ridiculously disgraced themselves. About the same time another 
setl)ack, minor by comparison, added to their embarrassment. 
The Anglo-Soviet Council broke up: the leaders of the British 
trade unions contracted out. In the diplomatic; field, there was 
high tension between Britain and the Soviet Union. Yet another 
ol'the great hopes ofoflicial policy had vanisherd into thin air. 
'riie ruling factions made the most of this circumstance, how¬ 
ever, precisely to divert attention from China and to block all 
discussion. They raised an outcry about the danger of war and 
inters'cntion and created a state of public nervousness and 
national alarm, in which it was all too easy to damn the Op¬ 
position as unpatriotic. Stalin cracked the whip, threw out 
Ifesh threats of expulsion, and used every means of moral pres¬ 
sure to silence his critics. At his prompting Kru})skaya begged 
/inovjcv and Kamenev not to make a ‘row over China’ and to 
icmeinljer that they might find themselves ‘criticizing the party 
from the outside’. The Opposition wished to avoid the ‘row’, 
'f'rotsky and Zinoviev proposed that the Central Committee 
should meet and thrash out the differences in private so that 
the discussion should not be reported even in the confidential 
bulletin which the Central Committee issued for the ‘activists’. 
Stalin, however, would have no debate even off the record, and 
the Politbureau refused to call the meeting.* 

I’hcn, in the last week of May, Irotsky forced a debate at a 
s<‘ssion of the Executive of the Comintern. He appealed from the 

* On 7 May 'IVolsky wiulc a Icltcfr to Krupskaya. Hurt by hi*r talk aboiil the *ro\v 
over Cliina* lie asked her not to evade a great issue. ‘Who is right, \vc or Stalin?’ 
He recounted all that the Opposition had done to secure an oiV-ihe-record dis¬ 
cussion, and he reminded Krupskaya that until recently she had been with the 
Opposition against Stalin's ‘brutality and disloyalty*. Had Staliii*s regime become 
any belter since? He wrote to Lenin’s w'idow in grief and disappointment, mingled 
with a warm sentiment—tliis was in a way his farewell to her—and he hesitated 
over the conclusion of the letter: ‘From all my heart I wish you good health and 
good ... confidence in the integrity of that line which ... .* He deleted, rewrote, 
and deleted again the last two lines. The draft of die letter is in TTir Archives. 
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Russian party to the International. In doing so he acted within 
his rights. I'he Executive of the International was nominally the 
court of appeal Ix'fore which any communist was entitled to 
lodge a complaint against his own party. Pravda^ how^ever, 
d(‘nouiiced the appeal beforehand as an act of disloyalty and 
a breach of discipline. The Opposition, nevertheless, used tin' 
opportunity to subject to criticism the whole of the oflieial 
policy at home as ^vcll as abroad, in Asia as well as in Europe. 
To strengthen its hands and protect itself against rej^risals, or, as 
Trotsky put it, ‘to spread the expeett'd blow^ over many shoul¬ 
ders’, the Opposition staged a political demonstration similar to 
that the Forty Six had made in 1923: on tlu^ eve of the session 
a group of Eighty Four prominent party mc'n d(*elared their 
solidarity with Trotsky’s and Zinoviev’s views.* Stalin could not 
indeed apply disciplinary measures immediately against Trotsky 
and Zinoviev without applying them also to the; Eighty Four 
and then to the Threcr Hundred, who signed the statement ol’ 
solidarity. But their joint demarche enabled Stalin to claitn 
that the Opposition had broken its pledge and reconstituti'd 
itself as a faction.- 

On 24 May Trotsky addressed the Gomintern Execuiixe. 
Ironically, he had to begin with a protest against the Execu¬ 
tive’s treatment of Zinoviev, its erstwhile Pri sident who not so 
long ago had indicted him belbre this very Executix e Zinovic\' 
was now not even admitted to the session. Trotsky spoke of the 
‘intellectual wTakness and uncertainty’ which led Stalin and 
Bukharin to conceal from the International the truth about 
China and to denounce the Opposition’s appeal as a crime. 'Fhe 
Executive should publish its proceedings -‘the problems of tht' 
Chinese revolution could not be stuck in a bottle and sealed 

* The document is sometimes rercrrcd to as the Sialeinenl ol the Elilily Three 
and sorrietimcs of tlic Eighty Four. It was presented to the Central Coininitlce 
between 23 and 26 May. Later the number of signatories rose to 34)0. 

^ See Trotsky's letter of 12 July 15)27 addressed to one of the leaders of the 
Opposition who held ambassadorial posts abroad (either to Krest insky or to 
Anionov-Ovscenko). His correspondent thought that the demarche of the Eighty 
l our neeflh*ssly aggravated the struggle. Trotsky admitted that such doubts had 
been entertained by Oppositionists in Moscow as well, but sairl that they deciderl 
in favour of the demarche as a measure of self-protection. He did not believe (hat 
matters were aggravated because the Opposition spoke out. He thought that his 
correspondent had through a long absence become cut off from Russia and 
invited him to make a trip to Moscow to get the IceJing of the atmosphere there. 
The Archives. 
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up\ It should bt:vvare of the .c^ravc dangers lurking in the ‘regime’ 
of the International modelled on that of the Russian party. 
Some Ibreign communist leaders were impatient with the Op¬ 
position and imagined that the Russian party and the Inter¬ 
national would resume normal life once Trotsky and Zinoviev 
had been disposed of. They were deluding themselves, ‘The 
contrary will hapj)eij... . On this road there will be only further 
difliculties and further convulsions.’ No one in the International 
trusted himself to s})eak up for fear that criticism might harm 
the Soviet Union. But nothing was as harmful as lack of criti¬ 
cism. The Chinese debach' had proved it. Stalin and Bukharin 
were eoncenu‘d mainly with self-justification and with covering 
up their disastrous mistakes. They claimed that they had lore- 
seen it all and provided for all. Yet only a week before the crisis 
in Shanghai Stalin had boasted at a party meeting that ‘we 
would use the Chinese; bourgc'oisie and then throw it away like a 
s(iueezcd lemon’. ‘I'liis speech was never made pul:)lic because a 
few days lat(T' the “sqiuT'zed lemon” seized power.’ Soviet ad¬ 
visers and Comintern envoys, especially Borodin, behaved ‘as 
if they rej)resented some sort of a A*wrw/intern’: 

they hindered thi; independent policy ot‘ the proletariat, its inde- 
p(!ndent organization and esj)ecially the arming of the workers. . . . 
I leaven forhid that arms in hand the workers should li ighten away 
that great chimera ol' a national revolution which should embrace 
all classes of Chinese society. . . . The Communist Party of China is 
a shackled party.. .. Why has it not had and why docs it not have to 
this day its own daily new.spapcr? Because the Kuoiiiiiitang does 
not want it. . . . But in this w’ay the working class has l>een kepi 
politically disarmed.* 

While the lilxecutive was in session, the tension between 
Britain and th(‘ Sovic’t Union reached a critical point: the 
British police had raided the offices of the Soviet trade mission 
in London and the British government broke off relations with 
Russia. Stalin exploited this circumstance. ‘I must state, com¬ 
rades’, he told the Executive, in conclusion of his speech, ‘that 
'frotsky has chosen for his attacks ... an all too inopportune 
moment. I have just received the news that the English Con¬ 
servative government has resolved to break off relations wdth 
the U.S.S.R. There is no need to prove that what is intended is 
' Trotsky, Problem of tin Chiruse Revolution, pp. 91-9U. 
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a wholesale crusade against communists. The crusade has 
already started. Some threaten the party with war and inter¬ 
vention; others with a split. There comes into being something 
like a united front from Chamberlain to Trotsky. . . . You need 
not doubt that w^e shall be able to break up this new' front.’* He 
staked everything on the left Kuomintang as confidently as he 
had previously staked it on the right Kuomintang: ‘Only blind 
people can deny the left Kuomintang the role of the organ of 
revolutionary struggle, the role of the organ of insurrection 
against feudal sunivals and imperialism in China.’- He de¬ 
manded, in cflect, that the Opposition should keep silent on 
pain of being charged with bringing aid and comfort to the 
enemy. 

This was not the first time that Stalin had made hints about 
‘a united front from Chamberlain to Trotsky’. A few' months 
earlier Pravda had done it anonymously.^ But for the first time 
now vague and anonymous insinuation w'as replaced by direct 
accusation. Here is Trotsky’s rejoinder: 

It would be manifestly absurd to believe that the Opposition will 
renounce its view's. .. . Stalin has said that the Opposition stands in 
one front with Chamberlain and Mussolini. ... To this I reply: 
Nothing has facilitated Chamberlain’s w'ork as much as Stalin’s 
false policy, especially in China. , . . Not a single honest worker will 
believe the insane infamy about the united front of Chamberlain 
and Trotsky. 

In reply to Stalin’s appeal in favour of the left Kuomintang 
Trotsky said: 

Stalin assumes and wants the International to assume responsi¬ 
bility for the policy of the Kuomintang and of the Wuhan govern¬ 
ment as he repeatedly assumed responsibility for the policy of. . . 
Chiang Kai-shek. We have nothing in common with this. We do 
not want to assume even a shadow' of responsibility for the conduct 
of the Wuhan government and the leadership of the Kuomintang; 
and we urgently advise the Comintern to reject this responsibility. 
We say directly to the Chinese peasants: the leaders of the left 

* Stalin, Sochirunya, vol. ix, pp. 311-12. * Ibid., p. 302. 

* The Archives contain the draft of a sharp protest against this, written on 6 
January 1927, addressed to the Politbureau. Zinoviev objected to its sharpness and 
produced another draft begging the Politbureau to protect the Opposition from 
slander. 
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Kuomintang . . . will inevitably betray you if you follow them . . . 
instead of forming your own independent Soviets. . , . [They] will 
unite ten times with Chiang Kai-shek against the workers and 
peasants.* 

These exchanges were still going on in the Kremlin when in 
the n inole south of China Trotsky’s j)redictioii was already 
coming true. In May there occurred the so-callcd Ghan-Sha 
coup. The ^Vuhan government in its turn set out to suppress 
trade unions, sent out troops to qutdl peasant risings, and struck 
at the Communists. For almost a month the Soviet press kept 
silent about these events.- The resolutions of the Executive, 
dictated by Stalin and Bukharin, were grotesquely out of date 
even before they had come off the printing presses; and Stalin 
hastened to frame new instructions for the Chinese party. He 
still ordered it to remain within the left Kuomintang and go on 
supporting the Wuhan government; but he instructedit to protest 
against the employment of troops against the jx'asams and to 
advise the Wulian government to seek the assistanci* of Peasant 
Councils in restraining the agrarian moveunent instead of re¬ 
sorting to arms. By now, how'cver, the left Kuomintang was 
(‘xpclling Communists from its ranks. Throughout June and 
July the breach between them deepened; and the stage was set 
for a reconciliation between the left Kuomintang and Chiang 
Kai-shek. 

At once the repercussions WTre felt in Moscow. Almost daily 
Irotsky protested against the suppression of information. Zino¬ 
viev asked that a party court should try Bukharin, who as 
Editor of Pravda was responsible for the suppression. At last 
Zinovit'v and Radek agreed to demand with Trolsky that the 
Communists should contract out of the left Kuomintang. This 
was now pointless, for since the left Kuomintang had broken 
with the Communists, there was nothing that even Stalin could 
do but to ad\isc them to . . . break with it. 

Stalin was in fact already preparing to carry out one of his 
major turns of policy and switch over to that ‘ultra left’ coui-se 
which, towards the end of the year, was to lead the Chinese 
Communists to stage, at the ebb of the revolution, the futile and 

’ The Archives \ Problems of the Chinese Revolution, pp. 102-11. 

“ Thf chiefs of the Opposition leaiiicd about them from a confidential bulletin 
of the Soviet News Ajjcncy. 
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bloody rising ol'Camon. In July he witlidrcw Borodin and Roy 
IVoin China and sent out Lominadze, a secretary of the Soviet 
Coinsomol, and Heinz Neumann, a German ('ommunist, both 
^vithout an inkling of Chinese affairs and both with a bent for 
'puischisnv, to carry out a coup in the Chinese party. Tliey 
branded Chen Tu-hsiu, the reluctant but loyal executor of 
Stalin's and Bukharin’s orders, as the ‘op])orlunist' villain of the 
pi(xe and made him the scapegoat ibr all lUilun's. 

At home Stalin went on playing up tlie dangc^r of war and of 
an anti-communist crusade; and he intensified the drive against 
the Opposition. He sent many chiefs of the Oj)posiiion abroad 
on ihc^ pretext that they were needed for various di])lomatic 
missions. Pyatakov, Preobrazhenskx’, and X'ladimir Kossior had 
joined Rakovsky at the Embassy in Paris. Kanuiiex was ap¬ 
pointed Ambassador to Alussolini there could be no more 
frustrating and humiliating assignin(‘iii lor the filmier Cliair- 
man of the l\)litbureau. Antonov-Ovseenko was in Prague; 
Safarov, the Zinovievist h-ader of the Comsoinol, was |)osled kj 
C onstantinople; others were detailed to Austria, Germany, 
Persia, and Latin America. Thus tlu; leading group of* the 
Opposition was largely dispersed. One after another the. Eighty 
Four were demoted, penalized, and, on the pretext of ad¬ 
ministrative appointments, shifted to remote provinces, Re|)re.s- 
sion was all tlic less disguised and blunter the lower down it 
reached: men of the rank and file were sacked and dispatc hed 
into the wilderness without any pretext. 

The Opposition was exaspcuited and tried to defend ilst*If, 
protesting against the veiled forms of deportation and e xile. 
This w^as of no avail. The ruling fictions saw in every one ol’the 
Opposition’s attempts at self-defence a new offence justifying 
frc'sh reprisals. Evcr>^ complaint w^as received as another sign 
of malignant insubordination; and every cry' or (tven whimper 
of protest as a call to revolt. So persistent were the Stalinists and 
Bukharinisis in twisting the Opposition’s intentions and in 
making even its most timorous gestures appear as acts of un¬ 
heard of defiance that in the end every such gesture did become 
an act of defiance;, that the Oppositionist had to be full of 
stubborn insubordination to lodge any complaint w^hatsoever, 
and that even a whimper of protest resounded like the clarion 
call of rebellion. Any incident, however trivial in itself, was now' 



TiiK DKCisiVE contest: 1926-7 339 

liable lo arouse furious j^assioiis in the factions, to make their 
blood boil, and to shake party and government. 

One such incident was ‘the meeting at the Yaroslavl station'. 
AI)out the middl(‘ of June* Smilga was ordiTcd to leave Moscow 
and to tak(r up a post at Kliabaro\sk, on the Manchurian 
ii'onlier. Thti leader of the Baltic Fletrt in the October Revolu¬ 
tion, a distinguished political commissar in the civil war, and 
an economist, Smilga was one of tin* most n!spected and popular 
chiefs ol‘the /inovievist faction. On the day of his departurt* 
from Moscow sevei al thousand Oppositionists and their friends 
gathered at the Y aroslavl railway station to see him off and to 
demonstrate against the surreptitious victimization. The crow’d 
was angry. I’lie demonstration was unprecedented. It W’as 
'itaged in a public jdace, amid all the trallic normal at a great 
laiKvay junction, 'rravelha's and passers-by, non-party men, 
mingled willi the demonstrators, overheard their unflattering 
remarks about llie parly leaders, and picked up their agitated 
exclamations. I'hcy also listened to Trotsky and Zinoviev who 
niad(‘ speei hes. Because of these circumstances, the farewell lo 
Smilga became the Opposition’s first pul)lic, though only half 
])nane(liiated. demonstration against the ruling group. Trotsky, 
aware of Uu* delicacy of* the situation, addressed the crowd in a 
icstraiiicd manner. He made no rel'erencc to tlic inner-party 
conflict. He did not, it seems, even allude lo the cause of the 
niauifestation. Instead, he spoke gravely about th(‘ international 
tension and the threat ol'war and about the allegiance which all 
good Bolshe\iks and citizens owed the party. 

The ruling group nevertheless charged Trotsky and Zinoviev 
with making an allempl to carry the inner-party controversy 
beyond lh(* parly. Humble ()p]K>siiionisls who were found lo 
have been present at the Yaroslavl station were expelled from 
the cells without ado. The excitement over the incident lasted 
throughout the summer—against the background of a con¬ 
tinuing war scare which led to a run on food shops. 

‘This is the worst crisis since the revolution’, Trotsky declared 
in a letter to the Central Ckmimittee on 27 June.* He. referred to 
the war scare and its advc'rse cflccls; and he pointed out that if 
the Central Onnmittee believed the danger to be as imminent 
as its agitators made it out, then this was one reason more why 

* The Archives. 
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the C4onimitlec should review its policy and restore normal 
relations, ‘the Leninist regime*, within th(‘ })arty. The oj^por- 
tunity for this, he pointed out, was c lose at hand: the Central 
Committee was preparing a new congress of the party—let it 
then open a free pre-congress debate and bring back all the 
virtually banished adherents of the Opposition and allow them 
to take part. Even before his appeal had rc'ached its destination, 
the press spoke again about the Opposition’s collusion with 
foreign imperialists. On the next day Trotsky again addressed 
himself to the Central Committee*, saying inter alia that Stalin 
evidently aimed at the physical annihilation of the Opi)osition: 
‘The further road of the Stalinist group is mechanically pre¬ 
determined. To-day they falsilV our words, to-morrow th(*\ \vill 
falsify our deeds.’ ‘The Stalinist group will be conipelled, and it 
will be compelled very soon, to use against the Opposition all 
those means that the class enc-my ust'd against the Bolsheviks in 
July 1917’, during the ‘month of the grc'at slander, when Lenin 
had to flee from Peirograd—they would speak al)out ‘s(*alcd 
cars’, ‘foreign gold’, conspiracies, &c:. 'This is whither Stalin's 
course is leading—to this and all the conseqiumces. Only the 
blind do not sec it; only the Pharisee will not admit it.'* 

Stalin indignantly denied that he was out to annihilate his 
critics. Shortly thcTealter, however, he made up his mind t(» 
have the leaders of the Opposition arraigned before the Central 
Committee and the Central Control Commission these two 
bodies acted jointly as the party’s supreme tribunal. A demand 
for the exclusion of Zinoviev and Trotsky from the Central 
Committee was placed before them this was to be the penulti¬ 
mate disciplinary' measure before their expulsion from the party. 
1 n principle only a congress which elected the members oi‘ the 
Central Committee could deprive them of their seats; but the 
1921 ban on factions gave that power also to the party’s 
supreme tribunal, enabling it, in the interv'als between con¬ 
gresses, to depose members who had infringed the ban. 
About the end of June the indictment of the two Opposition 
chiefs, by Yaroslavsky and Shkiryatov, had been lodged. It 
contained only two counts: Trotsky’s and Zinoviev’s appeal 

* The Archives. Tht* Zinovievists were so horrified at tli*.; idea of the guillotine 
descending upon them or so incredulous that they implored Tiotsky to tone down 
his warning. 
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from the Russian party to the Executive of the International; 
and the dcmonslralion at the Yaroslavl station. Both chare^ts 
were so flimsy tljat in four months the tribunal, fervent Stalinists 
and Bukharinisls to a man, could find no suflicient ground for a 
verdict. 

As the ])iO(a ediiigs dragged on, Stalin’s impatience grew. He 
was bent on extracting a verdict oJ‘ expulsion before he con- 
veiit'd the lifu'entli congn^ss. As long as the chiefs of the Opposi¬ 
tion sat on the Ca'ntral Committee they were rx officio entitled 
to pi’cstmt to the congress full criticisms of f)flicial jiolicy and 
(‘\ eii to offer Ibrmal counter reports, as Zinoviev and Kamenev 
had done at the last congress. They could th(T(Torc reveal the 
whole truth about China, and place it in tlie centre of an open 
d(’bate conducK'd in tht' luTiring of the nation and the world. 
Stalin could not afford to take this risk. For this and for other 
reasons- events comjielled him again to shift his ground in 
domestic policy as well and thus to admit implicitly his failures 
• Stalin had to do his utmost to deny Trotsky and Zinoviev the 
platlbrm ol the congress. For this he had first to expel them from 
th(‘ Central Committee. Once he had done so he could be sure 
that the excited attention of the congress would be absorbed by 
the inner party cabal rather than by the Chinese debacle and 
other issues of* policy, and that the chiefs of the Opposition 
would appear at the congress, if at all, only^ as defendants 
appt:aling against a d(‘grading verdict. The congress was con¬ 
vened for Novemlx r. He had to make the most of his time. 

On 24 July Trotsky aj)pearcd lor the first time before th(' 
Presidium of the Central Control Commission to answer 
the charges. It w’as five years since he himself had indicted the 
Workers’ Opj^osition before the same body. The man who had 
then beern in the chair—Solz, an old and respected Bolshevik, 
whom, in Lenin’s days, some described as the ‘party’s con¬ 
science’—now sat as a Stalinist among Trotsky’s judges. Pre¬ 
siding over the proceedings was the hot-tempered, yet in his 
way honest and even generous, Ordjonikidze, Stalin’s country¬ 
man and friend, to whose expulsion from the party Trotsky had 
objected w^hen Lenin insisted on it because of Ordjonikidze's 
behaviour in Georgia in 1922.* Yaroslavsky and Shkiry'atov, 
Trotsky’s accusers, were also among the members of the 

* See p. 91. 
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Presidium. Another judge was one Yanson, whom the (Control 
Commission had in the past censured ibr an excess of aiili- 
'IVotskyist zeal. The rest were likewise stalwarts ol' the ruling 
factions. IVotsky could not expect them t(^ consider his case 
fairly. Indeed, he began his plea by denouncing their partiality 
and demanding that at least Yanson be disqualifu'd. Yet 
even these men came to their job dispiriletl, their hearts in 
their mouths. They as well as the defendant went back in 
their thoughts to the French Revolution and wen* hauntt'd b\ 
memories of Jacobin purges. Across 130 years the sepulcliral 
cry of the condemned Danton: ‘After me it will be your turn, 
Robespierre!’ rang in their ears. 

Shortly before the opening of the proc(‘(‘tlings Solz, com ersing 
with one of 'Frotsky's associates and trying to show him how 
pernicious was the Opposition’s role, said: ‘What does this lead 
to? You know the history of the French Revolution and to 
what this led: to arrests and to the guillotine.’ Ts it your inten¬ 
tion then to guillotine us?’ the Oppositionist asked, to which 
Solz replied: ‘Don’t you think that Robi‘spierre was sorry for 
Danton when he S(Tit him to the guillotine? i\nd tluai Robes¬ 
pierre had to go himself'. . . . Do you think he was not sorry? 
Indeed he was, yet he had to do it. . . .'^Judges and defendanis 
alike saw the giant and bloody blade above their heads; but as 
if gripped by fatality they were unable to avert what was com¬ 
ing; and each, hesitantly or even tremblingly, went on doing 
what he had to do to hasten its descent. 

Trotsky replied briefly' to the two formal charges laid against 
him. He denied the court the right to sit in judgement over him 
for a speech he had delivered before the Executive of the 
International. He would similarly deny any ‘district commis¬ 
sion’ the right to try him for anything he had said at the 
Central Committee his judges, the leading bodies of the parly, 
acknowledged themselves to be subject to the International's 
authority. As to the second charge, the farewell demonstration 
for Smilga, the ruling group denied that it had intended to 
penalize Smilga. But ‘if Smilga’s assignment to Khabarovsk 
was a matter of administrative routine then how dare you say 
that our collective farewell to him was a collective demonstra¬ 
tion against the Central Committee?’ If, however, the assign- 

* The Archiver, Trotsky, The Stalin School of Talxification, pp. 126 4^. 
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men! was a veiled form of banishment, then ‘you are guilty of 
duplicity’. These trifling accusations were mere pretexts. The 
ruling group was determined ‘to hound the Opposition and 
prepare its physical annihilation’. Hence the war scan; pro¬ 
duced in order to intimidate and silence critics. ‘We declare 
that we shall continue to criticize the Stalinist regime as long 
asyoiiliavenot physically sealed our lips.’That regime threatened 
to ‘undermine all the conquests of the October Revolution'. 
I'he Oppositionists had nothing in common with those old- 
time ‘patriots’ I'or whom 'Isar and Fatherland were one. Al¬ 
ready they had b(‘en accused of giving aid and comfort to the' 
British lories. Y('t they had every right to turn the accusation 
against tlu* accusers. Stalin and Bukharin, by backing the 
Anglo-Sovi('t Clouncil, had indeed indinrlly helped Chamber- 
lain; and their ‘allies', the leaders of the British trade unions, 
had in all tvssentials backed Chamberlain's foreign policy, in¬ 
cluding the rupture of relations with the U.S.S.R. At the party 
cells oilicial agitators asked suggestive questions, ‘worthy of the 
Black Hundreds’, about the sources from which the Op])osition 
obtained means for carrying on with its activity. ‘If* you were 
really a Ckmtral Control Commission you would feel bound in 
duty to pul an end to this dirty, abominable, contemptible, and 
characteristically Stalinist campaign. . . .’ If the ruling group 
wen' genuinely concerned with the nation’s security, they would 
not have dismissed the best military' workers, Smilga, Mrach- 
kovsky, Lashevich, Bakaev, and Muralov, only because tlu*y 
were adherents of the Opposition. This was a time to assuage 
the conflicts within the party, not to aggravate them. The dri\ c 
against the Opposition had its origin in a rising tide of reaction. 

Having surveyed the major questions at issue, Trotsky wound 
up with a fbrc( 4 \il evocation of the French Revolution. He re¬ 
ferred to the conversation, quoted above, between Solz and 
an Oppositionist. He said that he agreed with Solz that they all 
ought to consult anew the annals of the French Revolution; 
but it was necessary' to use the historical analogy correctly: 

During the great French Revolution many were guillotined. \Vc, 
too, brought many people before the firing squad. But there were 
two great chapters in the French Revolution: one went like this 
[the speaker points upwards)] the other like that [he points downwards). 
. . . In the first chapter, when the revolution moved upwards, the 
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Jacobins, the Bolsheviks of that lime, guillotined the Royalists and 
Girondists. We, too, have gone through a similar great chapter 
when we, the Oppositionists, together with you shot the White 
Guards and exiled our Girondists. But then another chapter opened 
in France when . . . the Thermidorians and the Bonapartists, who 
had emerged from the right wing of the Jacobin party, began to 
exile and shoot the left Jacobins. ... I would like Comrade Solz to 
think out his analogy to the end and to answer for himself first of all 
this question; which chapter is it in which Solz is preparing to have 
us shot? {Commotion in the hall.) I'his is no laughing matter; revolu¬ 
tion is a serious business. None of us is scan^d of firing squads. We are 
all old revolutionaries. But we must know who it is that is to lie shot 
and what chapter it is that we are in. \Vhen we did tlie shooting, w e 
knew firmly ^vhat chapter we were in. But do you, Comrade Sol/, 
see clearly in which chapter you arc preparing to shoot us? I I'ear . . . 
that you are about to do so in . . . the Thennidorian chapter. 

He went on to explain that his adversaries were mistaken in 
imagining that he called them names. The Thermidorians were* 
not deliberate counter-revolutionaries—they w^re Jacobins, but 
Jacobins who had ‘moved to the right’. 

Do you think that on the very next day after 9 Thennidor they 
said to themselves: we have now transferred power into the hands 
of the bourgeoisie? Nothing of the kind. Look up the newspapers of 
that time. They said: We have destroyed a handful of people who 
disturbed the peace in the party, and now after their destruction the 
revolution will triumph completely. If comrade Solz has any doubts 
about it . . . 

Solz: You are practically repeating rny own words. 

Trotsky; ... I shall read to you what was said by Brival, a right 
Jacobin and 'J’hcrmidorian, when he reported on that session of the 
Convention which had resolved to hand over Robespierre and his 
associates to the revolutionary tribunal: ‘Jnlriguers and counter¬ 
revolutionaries draping themselves with the togas of patriotism, they 
had sought the destruction of liberty; and the Convention decreed to 
place them under arrest. They were: Robespierre, Couihon, St. Just, 
Lebas, and Robespierre the Younger. The Chairman asked what 
my opinion was. I replied: Those who had always voted in accord¬ 
ance with the principles of the Mountain ... voted for imprisonment. 

I did more ... I am one of those who proposed this measure. More¬ 
over, as secretary, 1 hasten to sign and to transmit to you this decree 
of the Con\Tntion.’ That is how the report was made by a Solz , . . 
of that time. Robespierre and his associates—these wTre the counter- 
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revolutionaries. ‘Those who had always voted in accordance with 
the principles of the Mountain’ meant in the language of that time 
‘those w'ho had alw'ays been Bolsheviks’. Brival considered himseh* 
an old Bolshevik. ‘As secretary I hasten to sign and to transmit to you 
this decree* of tlie Convention.’ To-day, too, there are secretaries 
who hasten to ‘sign and transmit’. To-day, too, there arc such 
secretaries. . . .* 

The Tlierniidorians too, Trotsky went on, had struck at the 
left Jacobins amid cries n{' La Patrie en danger \ Ckmvinccd that 
Robespierre and his fritiids were only ‘isolated individuals’, 
they did not understand that they struck against ‘the deepest 
rev olutionary forces oJ’their age’, forces opposed to the Jacobin 
‘neo-N.E.P.’ and Bonapartism. They branded Robespierre and 
his friends as aristocrats ‘and did wc not hear to-day this same 
cry “aristocrat” from the lips of Yanson addressed to me?’ They 
stigmatized the left Jacobins as Pitt’s agents just as the Stalinists 
denounced the Opposition as the agents of Chamberlain, ‘that 
modern pocket edition of Pitt’. 

The odour of the ‘secfjiid chapter* now assails one's nostrils ... the 
party regime stifles e\'er\ one wdio struggles against I'hernhdor. The 
worker, the man of the mass, has been stifled in the party. The rank 
and file is silent. (Siieh had also been the condition of the Jacobin 
Clubs in their decay. | An anonymous reign of terror w^as instituted 
then*; silence was compulsory; the 100 per cent, vote and abstention 
from all criticism w'cre demanded; it was obligatory to think in 
accordance with orders received from above; men were compelled 
to stop thinking that tht*. party was a living and independent 
organism, not a self-sufficient machine of power. . . . The Jacobin 
Clubs, the crucibles of revolution, became the nurseries of Napo¬ 
leon’s future bureaucracy. VVe should learn from the French Revolu¬ 
tion. But is it really necessary to repeat it? [Shouts.) 

Not all was lost yet, however. Despite grave differences, a 
split could still be avoided. There w^as still ‘a gigantic revolu¬ 
tionary potential in our party", the stock of ide.as and traditions 
inherited from Lenin. ‘You have squandered a great deal of this 
capital, you have replaced much of it wdth cheap substitutes . . . 
but a good deal of pure gold still remains.’ This w’^as an age of 
stupendous shifts, of sharp and rapid turns, and the scene might 
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yet suddenly become transformed. ‘But you dare not bide the 
facts, for sooner or later they will become known anyway. 
You cannot hide the victories and the dcleats of tlie working 
class.' If only the party were allowed to ponder tlu' facts and to 
Ibrm its opinion freely, the present crisis could be o\’ercom(‘. Let 
the ruling group therefore take no rash and irri'parable decision. 
‘Beware, lest you should find yourself saying later: we parted 
company with those whom ^ve should ha\'e preserved and we 
pi*eser\Td those liom whom we should have parted." 

It is impossible to read these words without recalling the ‘cold 
shiver running down one's spine" of which the young lYotsky 
spoke in 1904 when, at the threshold of his career, he thought ol 
the future of Lenin’s party and compar(‘d it with the fate of tin* 
Jacobins. The same cold shiver ran do\vn his spine twenty- 
three years later. In 1904 he had written that ‘aJacobin tribunal 
would have tried under the charge ol' modhanlismc the whole 
international labour movement, and Marx’s lion head would 
have been the first to roll under the guillotine'. Now he himself 
fought with a lion's courage lor his own head before the Bol¬ 
shevik tribunal. In 1904 he had been disgusted with Lenin’s 
‘malicious and morally repulsive suspiciousnt'ss—a flat carica¬ 
ture of the tragic Jacobin intolerance". Now he invoked Lenin's 
ideas against the intolerance and the ‘malicious and morally 
repulsive suspiciousness’ of Lenin's successors. But his view o(’ 
Jacobinism was almost diametrically opposed to the one he had 
voiced in his youth. Then he saw Jacobinism as incompatible 
with Marxist socialism—these wen! ‘two op})osed tvorlds, doc¬ 
trines, tactics, mentalities . . for Jacobinism meant an ‘abso¬ 
lute faith in a metaphysical idea and absolute distrust of living 
people’, while Marxism appealed in the first instance to the 
class consciousness of the working masses. And sf> in 1904 lie 
demanded a clear choice between the two, because the Jacobin 
method, if revived, would consist in ‘placing above the proh'- 
tariat a few well-picked people ... or one person invested with 
the power to licpiidate and degrade’. Now he confronted these 
few well-picked people and the one person acquiring the powei* 
to liquidate and degrade. But his main charge against them was 
not that they acted in the Jacobin .spirit, but, on the contrary, 
that they worked to destroy it. Now he dwelt on the affinity of 
Marxism and Jacobinism; and he identified himself and his 
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adluTcnts with Robespierre’s group; and it was he who turned 
ihe charge o\' moderantisme against Stalin and Bukharin. 

'Ulus the ‘conflict of the two souls in Bolshevism, the Marxist 
and the J acobin', a conflict which we first noticed in 1904,^ and 
which underlay all Bolshevik allairs in recent years, now caused 
Trotsky to view Jacobinism Ironi an angh* altogether opposed 
to that liom which he had first approached it. This conflict 
was in varying (h'grces characteristic for all Bolshevik factions, 
ffuriously, tlu'v all appi'ared to id(*ntilV th(‘ms('lv(*s with the 
sam<‘ aspect of jacobinism. \Vhilc Trotsky compared his f)wn 
attitude with Robesjiierrc's atid saw his adversaries as‘modcran- 
tists\ Solz and oth(*rs with him saw Stalin as the new Robes¬ 
pierre and 'I rfUsky as the new Danton. In trutli, as e\ (’nts were 
to show, the alignments and divisions were far more complex 
and confused. ^Vhat Jacobinism and Bolshevism had in com¬ 
mon was substitutism. Each of tlx' two parti(*s had plac<*d 
itself at the head o(* society but could not rely for the realization 
of its [irograrnme on the willing support of society. Like the 
Jacobins, the Bolsheviks ‘could not trust that their would 
win the li(’arts and the minds ol'the people’. They too looked 
around with morbid suspicion and ‘saw enemies creeping from 
(‘very crc\\vv\ 'They too had to draw a sharp dividing line 
between themselves and the rest of tlur world because ‘every 
attempt to blur the line threatened to release inner centrifugal 
forces'; and they too wi ri! drawing it ‘with the edge of the 
guillotiru’’, and having destroyed their enemies outside their 
own ranks liegan to see enemies in their own midst. Yet, as a 
Marxist 'Trotsky I'cilerated now- what he had first said in 1904; 
‘Tlu' party must see the guarantee of its stability in its owm base, 
in an acti\'e .and self-reliant ])roletariat, and not in its top 
caucus, which the revolution . . . may suddenly sweep .way 
with its wings. . . .’ He cried out again that ‘any serious group 
. . . w^hen it is confronted by the dilemma wdicther it should, 
from a sense of discipline, silently efface itself, or, regardless of' 
discipline, struggle I'or survival—wall undoubtedly choose the 
latter course . . . and say: perish that ‘‘discipline” which sii])- 
presses the vital interests of the movement’. 


'Jhf Pin/ihrt pp. pl-yG. 
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Before the end of July the party tribunal dispersed without 
passing a verdict on Trotsky and Zinoviev. The majority of the 
judges still appeared to be as sorry for them as ‘Robespierre had 
been soriy for Dan ton'. Stalin, however, pressed for a decision. 
\Vith every day the consequences of his ‘colossal blunders' were 
becoming clearer. The final collapse of the Chinese Revolution 
threatened to discredit him. The Anglo-Soviet Council had 
finally ceased to exist: its British members had not uttered e\en 
a word of protest against the nipture of relations between 
Britain and Russia. At home the war scare and the run on 
shops had led to another goods famine. I’hc' peasantry was rest¬ 
less. I'luTc was reason to fear that it would not deliver enough 
food to the to^vns in the autumn. So far Stalin had l)('(*n able to 
conceal his responsibility: he had manag(‘d to suppress all the 
warnings and predictions made by his opponents. Almost e\ ei'v 
one ol Trotsky's recent speeches might have exploded his 
laboriously acquired and still precarious authority; but he had 
not allowed Trotsky's voice to pcmelrate through the thick walls 
of the Kremlin and gain resonance outside. However, the date 
of the fifteenth congress was approaching; and with it Trotsky's 
and Zino\'iev’s opportunity to state iIumT case. The whole 
countr)^ would listen. It would be impossible tosiippn‘ss speeches 
made at a congress in the way criticisms uttered at llie Central 
Committee were concealed. At any cost Stalin had to depri\'(' 
them of this opportunity. 

He had >(:t another reason lor liastc. He had lo reckon witli 
strains within tlic ruling coalition. The rightist policy of recent 
years was nearing exhaustion. It was increasingly difficult to 
maintain it abroad, in the Comintern. At home also everything 
pointed to the need for a change of policy; and although its 
possible scope was far from evident, it was clear that the changt^ 
would require of the party a more radical attitude towards the 
peasantry and a bolder course in industry. On all these issues 
Stalinists and Bukhariiiists had hitherto patched up their dif¬ 
ferences so as to be able lo present a common front to the 
Opposition. But the moment was drawing close when it might 
become difficult to patch them up any longer and a breach 
might follow. Yet Stalin could not turn against Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky as long as he had not concluded liis 
struggle against Trotsky and Zinoviev, He could not confront 
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hvo oppositions siniultanrously, ('specially as a change ol'polic) 
would appear to many a vindication of Trotsky’s and Zinoviev’s 
views. I l(' had to crush the Joint Opposition and free his hands 
as soon as possible. 

He lashed out with redoubk'd vc'hemencc after Trotsky had 
made Iiis so-called Cleinenccau statements, first on 11 July, in a 
letter to Ordjonikidze, and then again, before the end of the 
month, in an articli! wliich he submitted to Pravda. Referring to 
the war scare, "i'rotsky had rcfieatedly declared that if war came 
the leaders of the ruling factions would prov(? themselves in¬ 
competent and unequal to their task and that the Opposition 
would in llie interest of defence continue to ojipose tlumi and 
seek to take* over the direction of the war. Thes(! declarations 
brought on 'Irotsky charges ol' disloyalty and di'featisrn. In 
r(‘futation he explained that the Opposition stood lor the “un¬ 
conditional defence’ of the l^S.S.R. and that in war it would 
s(rek to replace the ruling factions precisely in order to juirsuc 
hostilities with the utmost vigour and clear-headedness which 
could not be expeet('d from thos(^ who now lt d llu* i)arty. Only 
‘ignoramuses and scoundrels* could from ‘their rubbish heaps’ 
blame this attitude as defeatist. This was, on the contrary, an 
attitude dictated by genuine concern over deh’nce -‘victory is 
not obtained from the rubbish heap’. And Iu'K' came the inucl) 
disputed ‘Clemenceau statement’: 

One may hud examples, and quite instructive ones, in the history 
of other social classes [ Trotsky wrote to Ord jonikiclz.e |. W’e shall cite 
only one: at the heginniiig of the imperialist war [i.e. of the First 
World War] the French bourgeoisie had at its htad a blundering 
government, a government without rudder and sail. Clemenceau 
and his group were in opposition to it. Ri'gardh'ss of war and 
military censorship, regarciless even of the lact that tlie Germans 
stood 80 kilometres from Paris (Clemenceau said : ‘Precisely because 
of this’), he waged a furious struggle against the governmc'nt's petty 
hourgc'ois irresolution and flabbiness for the prosecution of the 
war with truly imperialist ferocity and ruthlessncss. Clemenceau did 
not betray his class, the bourgeoisie; on the contrary, he served it 
more faithfully, firmly, resolutely, and wisely than did Mviani, 
Painleve and company. The further coui'sc of events proved this. 
Glerncnceau’s group took office and by means of a more consistent 
policy—his was a policy of imperialist robbery^—secured victory. 
.. • Did any French journalistic scribes label Clemenceau’s group 
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clereulist.* Oi‘course, they did: fools and slanderers trail aloiii* in the 
i-ainp of every social class. Not always, however, do they have llie 
same opportunity to play important roles.' 

This then was tin* example which Trotsks declared he would 
follow—an examj)le, it may be added, wliicli early in the 
Second World War Churchill Ibllowed in his opposition to 
Chamberlain. The retort came at once. 'I’he Stalinists and 
Ikikharinisis raised an outcry that 'IVotsky thrcalt'iied to stage 
a coup d'etat in the middle of war, w hile th(' enemy might be 
standing less than eighty kilometres from the Kremlin “What 
other prool of his disloyalty was needed? About the same lime a 
group of army leaders addressed to the Politlnireau a secr<‘i 
statement expressing solidarity with the Opposition and criticiz¬ 
ing \'oroshilov, the Commissar of War, for military incom¬ 
petence. Among tlie signatories were, apart from Muralox, until 
rt'ceiitly chief Army Inspector, Putna, Yakir, and other generals, 
who were to perish in the Tukhachevsky purge ten years later.*’ 
The ruling lactions took the (/ft7W«rc/?^?ofthcmililar\ as an earnest 
of the Opposition's intentions. 

The hue and cry about the Clemenccau statement lasted till 
the end of the year, till Trotsky’s banishment; and it xvas to 
echo for many years afterwards: it was cited whenex er I'rotsky’s 
treachery was to be shoxvn up. Very lexv were tliose party men 
xvho knexv^ xvhat the Clcrnenceau statement x\as about; most 
understood it in fact as Trotsky’s threat to turn the next xvar 
into civil xvar, if not as an actual prelude to a coup, Phat he had 
meant to utter no such threat and that the precedent he invoked 
had not implied one did not matter. Few, very few, Bolslieviks 
had any idea xvhat it was that the French ‘Tiger’ had done and 
by xvhat means he had seized power. To 'I’rotsky tlic rel'cnmce 
to Clemenccau occurred naturally—it was in Paris he himself 
had watched Clcmenceau’s struggle ten years earlier. But the 
precedent was remote, obscure, and therefore sinister to the 
public, to the great majority of the Central Committee, and even 
to the members olThc new Politbureau (among whom hardly 
any one, apart from Bukharin, liad any knowledge of FrencJi 
affairs). This is how "IVotsky himself dc.scribes satirically the 

’ Qiiotccl in exlemo by Stalin in Sochirnnya^ vol. x, p. 52. 

“ 'rukhachevsky did not sign ihe statcninil, and hr was al no lime 

involved with the Joint Opposition. 
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dazrd lu-sc icncc with whi( h tlir (Irntral CoininiU<*c rt cHvcd his 
analogy: 

lM*oni niy article'. . . Molotov had first learned many things which 
lie then i i?pf)i ted to the Central Committee as terrible prima facie 
evidence ol’ th(‘se insurreclioiiist designs. And so Molotov learned 
that during the war there was in France a jxilitician called Clemen- 
ccan, that that politician waged a struggle against the French 
governinent ol the time in order to force a more determined and 
ruthless impiTialist jxilicy. . . . Stalin then explained to Molotov and 
Molotov expounded to us the real sense of that precedent: on the 
example set by Cleiuenccaifs group the Opposition intends to fight 
lor another policy of socialist del’ence—and that means an iiisiir- 
rectionist jjolicy like that which the Lclt Social Revolutionaries 
a(loj)led [in 1918],' 

It was all too easy to Inghteii with the mysterious conundrum 
the cells, first in Moscow and then in the provinces, whence the 
clamour rose that it was time to rendt'r the Opposition harmless. 

On I August the C(‘iitral Control Commission and the Central 
Committee again considered ihc motion calling f(.)r I'rolsky’s 
('xpulsion. Once again Stalin, Ihikhariii, and others railed in 
good set terms and read out inierminable indictments in which 
they brought up every detail of Trotsky's jxjlitical past, begin¬ 
ning with 1903, and .showed it in the darkest colours. Even 
the long-lbrgotten charges, made once, in 1919, by the Military 
Opj)osition, namely, that during the civil war Trotsky was the 
enemy of the Communists in the army and ordered brave and 
innocent commissars to be shot, were brought up afresh.- This 
lime, however, the Clcmenceau statement piovided the grava- 
rni'n of the indictment wfiich was that the Op])osition could not 
be depended upon to behave loyally in war and to contribute to 
the del'encc of the Soviet Union. 

In reply Frotsky recalled the paramount responsibility he had 

’ Se*r 'J'n>isky's note ‘t lkMiiriu cau' <.latr<l 2 August iQay, in The Archives, 

'■ 'I'liis particular chai gc was made by ^’arnslavsky, but it shocked even Stalinists, 
and C)rdjonikid/(' expressly ilissociaied hiinselt'i'roni it. The Archives, Yaroslavsky 
belonged tf> the Militar>’ Opposition in 1919. The charges against Trotsky were 
then brought l)eroic the i’olitlxireau by Smilga and Lashevich and the cont- 
inissurs whom Trotsky allegedly persecuted were Zaluisky and liakaev—all four 
now ]Jrominent in the Opposition, for llie uccount ol' the incident see The Prophet 
Armed, pp. 4i!o-1, 425 C, 432. 
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borne over many year’s for the party’s defence policy and for 
formulating the Communist internationars views on war and 
peace. He attacked Stalin’s and Bukharin’s reliance for defence 
on broken reeds, or, as he put it, on ‘rotten ropes' and ‘rotten 
props’. Had they not hailed the Anglo-Soviet Council as a bul¬ 
wark against intervention and war; and had this not turned out 
a rotten prop? \Vas their alliance with the Kuomintang not a 
rotten rope? Had they not weakened the Soviet Union by 
sabotaging the Cltincse Rev'olution? Voroshilov had stated that 
‘the peasant revolution [in China] might have interfered with 
the northern e.xpcdition of the generals’. But this was precisely 
how Chiang Kai-shek viewed the matter. ‘For the sake of a 
military expedition you have put a brake on the revolution . . . 
as if the revolution were not. . . itself an expedition of the f)p- 
pressed against the oppressors.’ ‘You came out against tin* 
building of Soviets in the “army’s rear”—as if the revolution 
were the rear of an army!—and you did it in order not to dis¬ 
organize the hinterland of the very same generals who two days 
later crushed the workers and the peasants in their rear.’ Such 
a speech by Voroshilov, the Commissar of Defence and a mem¬ 
ber of the Politbureau, w’as in itself ‘a catastrophe—(equivalent 
to a lost battle’. In case of war ‘the rotten ropes will fall to 
piecc^s in your hands’—and this was why the Opposition could 
not forbear criticizing the Stalinist leadership. 

But would criticism not weaken the moral standing of the 
U.S.S.R.? To pose the question thus was ‘worthy of the Papal 
Church or of feudal generals. The Catholic Church demands 
unquestioning recognition of its authority by the faithful. The 
revolutionary gives his support while criticizing; and the more 
undeniable his right to criticize the greater in time of struggle is 
his devotion to the creative dcvclojrment and strengthening ol' 
that in which he is a direct participant.’ ‘What we need is not a 
hypocritical union same but honest revolutionary unity.’ Nor was 
victory in war primarily a matter of arms. Men had to wield the 
arms and men were inspired by ideas. What then was the; idea 
underlying Bolshevik defence policy? It might be possible to 
secure victory in one of two ways: either by waging war in a 
spirit of revolutionary internationalism, as the Opposition pro¬ 
posed to do, or by waging it in the Thermidorian style—but this 
meant victory for the kulak, further suppression of the worker. 
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and 'capitalism on the instalment plan’. Stalin’s policy was 
lu'ither the one nor the other; he vacillated between the alterna¬ 
tives. But war would brook no irresolution. It would Ibrce the 
Stalinist group to make a choice. In any case, the Stalinist 
group, itself not knowing whither it was going, could not secure 
victory. 

At this point of 1 rotsky’s speech the record notes that an 
exclamation of eager assent came from Zinoviev, but that 
'I Volsky stopped to correct himself: instead of saying that ‘Stalin’s 
leadership w^as incapable of assuring victory’ he stated that it 
'would make victory more diffieuW. ‘But where would the party 
be?’ Molotov interjected. ‘You have strangled the party’— 
Trotsky thundcrc‘d back; and he repeated again with delibera¬ 
tion that under Stalin victory would prove ‘more difficult’. The 
Opposition, therefore, could not identify the defence of the 
U.S.S.R. with the defence of Stalinism. ‘Not a single Opposi¬ 
tionist will renounce his right and duty to fight for the correc¬ 
tion of the party’s course on the eve of war or during war . . . 
therein lies the most important prerequisite of victory. To 
sum up: for the socialist fatherland? Yes! For the Stalinist 
course? No!'^ 

After the St:cond World War these prophecies were as if lost 
ill the blaze of Stalins triumphs. Stalin did, after all, secure 
Russia’s victory; and the sequel showed no similarity to ‘capi¬ 
talism on the instalment plan’. However, Trotsky spoke at the 
height of N.E.P. when Russia was still one of the industrially 
most backward nations; w^hen private farming predominated in 
the country; when the kulak was growing in strength; and when 
the party was still a whirlpool of conflicting trends; and he 
spoke conditionally about a danger of war which the ruling 
factions claimed to be imminent. One can only speculate about 
the course which a war fought against this background might 
have taken and how Stalin might have fared in it. At any rate, 
against such a background Trotsky’s assessment of the prospects 
was far more plausible than it appears when it is related to the 
Soviet Union of the years 1941-5. Yet, even after the Second 
World War, Stalinism endeavoured to overcome the tensions 
inside the Soviet Union by a forcible expansion of its rule into 
eastern and central Europe. It might be argued that the alterna- 

’ The Archives't The Stalin School of Falsification, pp. iGi-77. 
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five to expansion was precisely that ‘capitalism on tlie instal¬ 
ment plan’ inside the Soviet Union of which Trotsky had spoken. 
And even in the light of victory, Trotsky’s strictures on Stalin’s 
and Voroshilov’s incompetence do not appear altogether ground¬ 
less. In 1941, in the very first months of Russo-German hostili¬ 
ties, Voroshilov fumbled and bungled so badly that as a general 
he could never raise his head again. As to Stalin, the General 
Secretary' of 1927 had as yet little of that empirical military 
knowledge and experience that the dictator of the later period 
had gathered in long years of absolute rule And, although 
Stalin’s role in the Second World War is, and will for a long 
time to come remain, the subject of historical controversy, it 
seems nevertheless established that victory was indeed "more 
difficult under Stalin' than it need perhaps have been, that under a 
Icadcrsliip more far-sighted than his tlnr Soviet Union might not 
have suffered as severe initial defeats as those ol 1941-2, and 
that it might not have needed to pay for its final triumph the 
prodigious price in human life and wealth which it did pay.' 

The weakness of Trotsky’s attitude lay not in what he said 
against his adversaries. It lay elsewhere—^in the manner in 
w'hich he envisaged the Opposition’s action in ^v’ar. That there 
was not a shred of defeatism in it is obvious. But how did he 
imagine himself acting the Soviet Clemcnccau? He returned to 
this question on 6 August, when the Central Committee and the 
Central Control Commission continued to debate the motion 
for his expulsion. It was preposterous, he said, to charge him 
w'ith incitement to insurrection: Clemcnccau had not staged 
any insurrection or coup, or acted in any unconstitutional 
manner; he overthrew the government he opposed and him¬ 
self assumed office in a most lawful way, using for this purpose 
the machinery of parliament. But the Soviet Union, it might be 
said, had no such parliamentary machinery? ‘Yes,’ Trotsky re¬ 
joined, "fortunately, we do not have it.’ How then could any 
opposition overthrow any government constitutionally? ‘But 
we do have’, Trotsky went on, ‘we do have the machinery of 
our party.’ The Opposition, in other words, would act within 
the party statutes and seek to overthrow Stalin by a vote at the 
Central Committee or perhaps at a congress. But had not 

’ See the appraisal of Stalin’s role in the war in my Stalin, a Polilieat Biography, 
pp. 456-60; and chapters xii-xiv, 
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'I’rotsky himself repeatedly said and demonstrated that the 
party’s nominal constitution was a sham and that its real con¬ 
stitution was Stalin’s bureaucratic absolutism? Did not events 
daily prove this to be true? That, Trotsky replied, was why the 
Opj^osition strove to reform the inner-party regime: . . in case 
ol war, too, the party ought to preserve or rather to restore a 
more supple, a sounder, and a healthier inner regime, which 
would make it possible to criticize in time, to w^arn in time, to 
change policy in time.’ The ruling factions, however, made no 
boni\s about it: they would allow no such reform and permit 
no change in the leadership by any constitutional method. With 
this in mind they viewc'd Trotsky’s declaration; and they con¬ 
cluded that as he would not be able to overthrow Stalin by 
means of any parliamentary procedure or vote, he would have 
to resort to a coup d'etat. From their viewpoint they were in a 
sens(‘ consistent in regarding his Clemcnceau statement as a 
proclamation ol* the Opposition’s right to insurrection. Even 
though he had not in fact proclaimed that right—he w^as to do it 
in exile eight or nine years hence; and the ruling factions 
realized that it was inherent in the situation, w^hich they had 
created, that he should proclaim it. 

^V’'ith even greater logic 'Frotsky charged that it was they 
^^■ho threatened to perpetuate their hold on the party and 
maintain themselves in powxT by measures of civil w’ar; and 
that they were preparing to use such measures against the 
Opposition. And indeed, in raising the clamour against the 
Clemenceaii statement, Stalin w^as out to establish indirectly 
the principle, which Bolshevik tradition did not allow' him to 
proclaim openly, that his rule w-as inviolable and inalienable, 
and that any attempt to replace it was tantamount to counter¬ 
revolution. This was the issue which underlay the affair. The 
storm over the Clcmenccau statement revealed the width, the 
depth, and the unbridgeability of the gulf between the ruling 
group and the Opposition: by force of circumstances the 
language in which they addressed each other was already the 
language of civil war. 

Yet even now the party tribunal, deliberating for the second 
month over Trotsky’s expulsion, still demurred at passing the 
verdict. For once Stalin had run ahead of his followers and 
associates. They were not yet quite ready to do his bidding. 
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Still ('iitaiiglcd in shreds of old loyalties, still thinking of their 
adversaries as comrades, still worried about iiici tii'S of' jjarty 
statutes, and anxious to ])reservc appearances ol' Bolshevik 
decorum, they sought once again to come to t('rms with tlu‘ 
Opposition. The latter were only too glad to meet them half¬ 
way; and so Trotsky and Zinoviev tried to calm the emotions 
aroused by the Clemenceau statement w ith a declaration of the 
Opposition's loyalty to party and state and of its commitment 
to the unconditional defence of the Soviet Union in any emer¬ 
gency. A new' ‘truce’ was arranged; and on 8 August the 
Central Committee and the Central Control Commission con¬ 
cluded their deliberations, ignoring the motion lor expulsion 
and content to pass no more than a vote of censure on the 
chiefs of the Opposition. 

For the moment it looked as if the Opposition would be able 
to participate in the fifteenth congress and there make another 
appeal to the party. The leaders prepared a full and systematic 
statement of policy, a Platform^ such as they had never before 
been able to present. The Platform w as thrash(‘d out in Opposition 
circles, carefully amended, and supplemented. * However, matters 
had long since gone beyond the point at which ‘normalization’ 
might have been possible. This was the last ‘truce’; and it 
w-as even more shortlived than the previous one. The ruling 
factions had hesitantly agreed to it on the tacit understanding 
that the leaders of the Opposition, having narrowly escaped 
jiunishment, would hold their fire. This was not how' the latter 
understood their obligation. They felt entitled to go on with 
what to them was normal expression of opinion and criticism, 
especially in the months preceding a congress, the season for an 
all-party debate. Stalin and his closest henchmen did what they 
could to nullify the truce. He cxacerbat(id the Opposition by 
continuing, with and without pretext, to penalize and banish its 
adherents. He laid the blame at the Opposition’s door, saying 
that it had broken the truce by preparing its Platform^ by 
refusing to join in a condemnation of its sympathizers in Ger¬ 
many, &c. Seeing that he was behind schedule in his drive, he 
delayed the fifteenth congress by a month. 

On 6 September Trotsky and his friends approached the 

' The Platform is known under the title The Real Situation in Russia under which 
Trotsky published it later in exile. 
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Politburcaii and the Central Committee and pointed out that 
the General Secretariat was pursuing its own policy, one which 
did not even accord with that of the Stalinist-Bukharinist 
majority; and they submitted a detailed report on the new-’ per¬ 
secution and a protest against the postponement of the con¬ 
gress. Trotsky asked once again for a loyal pre-congress d(*bate 
with the participation o(* the banished Oppositionists. He also 
demanded that the Central Committee should, in accordance 
with a custom honoured in the past, publish the Opposition’s 
Platfoiw and circulate it, together w'ith all the official documen¬ 
tation, among the party electorate. After fierce and relentless 
interventions by Stalin, the Central Committee n^ected the 
Opposition’s complaints and refused to publish the Platform 
as part of the papers for discussion. Moreover, it forbade the- 
Opposition to circulate the document by its own nutans. 

I'his w as, olVourse, a neu^ boneofeontention. For the Opposi¬ 
tion to observe th(' fic'sh ban was to surrender ignominiousK, 
])crhaps for ever. But to snap their fingers at it was also risky, 
for the Platform would then have to b(' |)roduced and circulated 
cland(‘stinely or semi-clandestinely. The Opposition resolved 
to take the risk. To protect itself against reprisals—to 'spread 
the blow’ once again - and also to impress the congress, 'I'rotskx 
and Zinoviev called on their adherents to sign the Platform en 
masse. 'The collection of signatures was to reveal the size of the 
Opposition's following; and so the campaign w^as from the 
outset a trial of strength in a form the Opposition had not 
hitherto dared to undertake. 

Stalin could not allow this to go on undisturbed. On the 
night of 12-13 September the G.P.U. raided the Opposition’s 
‘printing shop’, arrested several men engaged in producing the 
Platform, and announced w’ith a flourish that it had discovered a 
conspiracy. The G.P.U. maintained that they had caught the 
Opposi tionists red-handed, working hand in glove w’ith notorious 
counter-revolutionaries; and that a former officer of Wrangel's 
White Guards had set up the Opposition’s printing shop. On 
the day of the raid Trotsky had left for the Caucasus; but 
several leaders of the Opposition, Preobrazhensky, Mrach- 
kovsky, and Serebriakov, attempted to come forw^ard with a 
refutation and declared that they assumed full responsibility for 
the ‘printing shop’ and the publication of the Platform. All three 
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were immediately expelled from the party and one of them, 
Mrachkovsky, was imprisoned. This was the first time that such 
punishment was inflicted on prominent men of the Opposition. 

The incident foreshadowed the ‘amalgams’ on which the 
great purges ol'the next decade were to be based. Tlie G.P.IJ. 
revelations were calculated to impress all those who had listened 
incredulously to Stalin’s asseverations about the ‘united front 
from Chamberlain to Trotsky’. If the consciences of such people 
were uneasy and if they wondered whether that ‘united front’ 
was not a figment of Stalin’s imagination, the story of the un¬ 
covered plot was there to reassure them. The native figure ol'tlu* 
‘Wrangel ofTiccr’ appeared as a link between the Opposition 
and the dark forces of world imperialism. I’he doubting and \hv 
confused recc'ived a ch-ar warning. They were shown the ii(‘l in 
which they might get entangled once they undertook or niendy 
condoned any form of activity directed against the oflicial 
leaders, no matter how- innocent that activity appeared at 
first sight. 

The blow w as w ell aimed. By the time the Opposit ion managed 
to show up the G.P.U. revelations as a fake, the harm had be(*n 
done. Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Trotsky- -he had interrupted his 
stay in the Caucasus and returned to Moscow—intervened wath 
Menzhinsky, the head of the G.P.U. since Dzerzhinsky’s death, 
and cleared up the farcical circumstances of the plot. The G.P.U. 
had caught members of the Opposition duplicating typewTitten 
copies of the Platform. The Opposition, it transpired, did not 
even possess a clandestine printing shop of the kind that evc'ry 
underground group had operated in Tsarist days. A i'ew young 
men had volunteered to do the typing and duplicating. True, 
some of them w^re not party members; but this was their only 
fault—Stalin was later unable to find for them a label more 
damaging than ‘bourgeois intellectuals’. A former Wrangel 
officer had indeed helped in the work and promised to assist in 
circulating the Platform; but Menzhinsky admitted, first to 
Trotsky and Kamenev and then to the Central Committee, that 
the G.P.U. had employed the officer as an agent provocateur; 
and that his particular job had been to spy on the Opposition. 
Stalin himself confirmed the disclosure and said: ‘But what is 
wrong with this former Wrangel officer helping the Soviet 
government to unearth counter-revolutionary plots? Who can 
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deny Soviet authorities the right to win over ex-officers and use 
them to uncover counter-revolutionary organizations?’* Thus 
Stalin first pointed to the Wrangcl officer as proof positive of the 
counter-revolutionary character of the Opposition’s activity, 
and then went on to say that he saw no reason why he should 
not have used the officer to provide the proof. The Opposition 
cri('d out: 'Our enemies, persecutors, and slanderers!’ But it 
did not recover iVom the effects of the slander. 

'rrotsky had returned in haste to Moscow not only because of 
this affair. While he was in the Caucasus the Presidium of the 
Comintei'u unexpectedly announced that it was due to meet 
before the end of September and that it had placed on its 
agenda frotsky's (xpulsion from the Executive of the Inter¬ 
national. He appeared before the Executive on 27 September 
to spt.ak for the last time—with scorn and passion—to the 
envoys of all Communist parties. These were grotesque assizes. 
Th(' foi eign Communists who sat in judgement over one of the 
founding fiilhers of tlieir International and denied him all the 
merits of a I'cvolutionary, were almost to a man pathetic failures 
as revolutionaries: instigators of abortive risings, almost pro¬ 
fessional losers of revolution, or heads of insignificant sects all 
basking in tlie glory of that October in which the accused man 
had played so outstanding a part. Among them were Marcel 
Cachin, who had during the First World War, while Trotsky 
was being expelled from France as the author of the Zimmcrwald 
Manifeslo, gone as agent of the French government to Italy 
to back Mussolini’s pro-w’ar campaign; Doriot, the future fascist 
and Hitler’s puppet;^ Thiilmann, w'ho was to lead German 
communism in its capitulation to Hitler in 1933 and then 
perish in Hiller’s concentration camp; and Roy, wdio had just 
returned from China where he had done his best to induce the 
Chinese party to lick the dust before Chiang Kai-shek. J. T. 
Murphy, an insignificant envoy of one of the most insignificant 
foreign Communist parties, the British, w^as chosen to table the 
motion of expulsion. The disdain which Trotsky hurled at this 
conventicle w^as proportionate to the insult they inflicted on him. 

‘You are accusing me’, he told the Executive, ‘of a breach of 

* Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. x, p. 187. 

^ Doriot, it seems, was not present at the session; but he was an alternate 
member of the Executive and one of Trotsky’s most vehement accusers. 
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discipline. 1 have no doubt that even your verdict is ready.** 
None of the members of the Executive dared to make up his 
mind for himself—they were all only carrying out orders. Such 
was their servility that the General Secretary of the Russian 
party had the insolence to assign an envoy of a foreign Com¬ 
munist party to the job of a minor official in a remote Russian 
province—the reference was to Vuyovich, the Yugoslav re¬ 
presentative with the Comintern, a Zinovievist, who was now 
also to be expelled. He, Trotsky, had been called to account for 
having appealed from the Russian party to the International - 
‘just as in Tsarist days so now pristav (the bailiff) still beats 
up any one who dares to complain against him higher up\ The 
supposed leaders of international communism did not even have 
the dignity to try and save appearances: in their sycophancy 
they had forgotten to expel Chiang Kai-shek and Wang Ching- 
wei from their Executive, and the Kuomintang was still af¬ 
filiated to the International; but they sat in judgement over 
those who were of the flesh and the blood of the Russian 
Revolution.2 

In the course of four fateful years, Trotsky went on, they had 
convened no congress of the International; in Lenin's clays a 
congress was held every year, even during civil war and bloc:kade. 
'Lherc had been no discussion of any of the grave issues that had 
emerged, for all these issues were taboo—in all of them Stalin’s 
policy had suffcrc’d shipwreck. ‘Why docs the press of the 
Communist parties keep silent? Why does the press of the In¬ 
ternational keep silent?’ I’he Executive tramplcTl almost daily 
on the statutes of their organization; and then they chargc'd the 
Russian Opposition with breaches of discipline. 'Thv Op])osi- 
tion’s . . . only guilt’, he confessed, ‘is that it has been too 
amenable to the schemes of the Stalinist Secretariat which have 
been calamitous to the revolution.’ ‘The manner in which the* 
congress of the Russian party is being prepared is a mockery ... 
Stalin’s favourite weapon is slander.’ ‘Whoever knows history 
knows that every step on the usurper’s road is always marked 
by such false accusations.’ The Opposition could not give up 
the right to speak out against a regime which was the deadliest 

* The Archives. 

* VHumaniU had hailed Chiang Kai*<:hr.*k as ihr ‘hero of the Shangliai com¬ 
mune*, Trotsky said. 
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danger to the revolution: ‘When a soldier’s hands are tied, the 
chief danger is not the enemy but the rope which ties the 
soldier’s hands.’ 

‘He launched the attack’, so Murphy, the author of the 
motion for expulsion, recollects, ‘witli all the vigour and power 
of which he was capable. He challenged us on every aspect of 
the problems that had been under discussion during the last 
three years ... a forensic effort such as only he could make’; 
and, turning his back on the Executive of the organization on 
which he had once placed his highest hopes, he ‘marched out 
with head erect’.* 'Ihc Executive was not troubled even by such 
scrupk^s as still beset the Russian Central Committee its ver¬ 
dict had indeed been ready. 

At this point the struggle in Moscow led to a diplomatic 
incidtmt which aroused a flurry of international excitement. 
Since the breach between Britain and Russia Soviet relations 
with France had also deteriorated. The French government and 
])ress raised again the old clamour about the unpaid loans, the 
clamour which had been first heard after Lenin’s government 
had repudiated all Tsarist debts to foreign creditors. The Polit- 
bureau and the Central Committee discussed the question on 
and off. In 1926 Trotsky was in favour of conciliating the 
Firnch. Britain was then in the throes of industrial unrest; the 
Chinese Revolution was on the ascendant; France was labour¬ 
ing under the effects of inflation; and the Soviet Union was in a 
position of strength in which he held it to be advisable to make 
a concession to the French and remove a grievance of the small 
rentiers. At that time, however, Trotsky relates, Stalin was in an 
over-confident mood and would not hear of any settlement, 
riien, in the autumn of 1927, when the issue again became 
topical, Stalin was anxious to go some way to meet the French 
demands. Now, however, Irotsky and his friends were opposed 
to this. He argued that after the defeat of the Chinese Revolu¬ 
tion, the breakdown of the Anglo-Soviet Council, and the 

' J. 'I'. Murpliy, New Horizon, pp. 274 7. Murjihy rrlaU-s that bc'Rnc the sitting 
he met Trotsky in the corridor. ‘Evcr\ body had tlicir heavy ox crcoals and fur hats, 
and the hat and coal rack in the hall was full. Trotsky was looking around, when 
. . . I Murphy’s secretary] asked: “Can 1 help you, Comrade Trotsky?'* Qiiick as 
thought he answered smartly: “I am afraid, not. 1 am looking for two tilings - a 
good communist and somewhere to hang my coat. I'hey are not to be found here." * 
The meeting lasted from 9.30 p.m. to 5 a.m. 
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rupture with Britain, the So\dct government was too weak to 
yield; and that any concession on its part would be taken as a 
further sign of weakness. 

For the Opposition the situation was complicated by the fact 
that Rakovsky, as Ambassador, conducted the negotiations in 
Paris and became the butt of French attacks. Already in August 
the French envoy in Moscow had expressed his gov('rnnient's 
displeasure because of Rakovsky\s cemnexion with the Trot¬ 
skyist Opposition.' At the Central Committee, on the other 
hand, Stalin then made an attempt to play off Rakovsky against 
Trotsky: he asserted that it was Rakovsky, a ‘loyal Opposi¬ 
tionist’, who was urging Moscow to yield to the French. 'Frotsky 
wrote to Rakovsky and ask(‘d him to keep in mind that his role 
in Paris had become an issue in the inner-party struggle.- 
Rakovsky's devotion to the Opposition and to Trotsky per¬ 
sonally was such that the reminder could not but impress him. 
But even before he* had received it, he took a step which caused 
one of the great diplomatic scandals of the time. He put his 
signature to a Manifesto, calling workers and soldiers in capi¬ 
talist countries to defend the Soviet Union in case of* war. In 
these years of‘stabilization’ and ‘normalcy’ in diplomatic rela¬ 
tions with bourgeois governments, it was not customary for 
Soviet Ambassadors to make such revolutionary appeals. The 
French press fulminated. The French government declared 
Rakovsky persona non grata. Aristide Briand, the Foreign Minister, 
declared that the Soviet government should be all the more 
willing to recall its unruly Ambassador because it was anyhow 
improper that an adherent of the Opposition should represent it 
in Paris. 

Moscow’s reply w'as ambiguous. Chichcrin, as Commissar 
of Foreign Affairs, defended his Ambassador, but the French 
ministry had reason to think that its attacks on Rakovsky were 
not altogether unwelcome to Chichcrin’s superiors. Trotsky 
maintained that Stalin played a disloyal game over Rakovsky’s 
recall, and that the Soviet Foreign Office should have told 
Briand bluntly not to meddle in the inner affairs of the Bol¬ 
shevik party. However, since the French government had de¬ 
clared Rakovsky non grata^ Moscow had no choice but to 

* Scf* Degras (cd.), Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy, vul. ii, pp. 247-55. 

^ Trotsky’s letter to Rakovsky of 30 September 1927 is in The Archives. 
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recall him. Rakovsky, distinguished though he was as diplomat, 
had chafed at his foreign assignments and was eager to plunge 
back, after an interval of four years, into the struggle at home. 
Trotsky, too, was glad to have his old friend back at his side. 
The Oj)position derived some credit from the circumstances of 
Rakovsky’s recall: the fact that one of its chiefs had drawn on 
himself the enmity of a bourg(rois government, because he had 
appealed to foreign workers and soldiers to defend the Sovi(;t 
Union, strikingly refuted the charges about the Opposition’s 
d(‘fealisin and the ‘united front from Chamberlain to Trotsky’. 

Stalin, realizing that it was not enough to heap accusations on 
his adversaries, now endeavoured to enhance his popularity in a 
more positive way. The Opposition had, in its Platform^ renewed 
the demands which it had made the year before and which the 
ruling factions then pretended to fulfil. It asked that wage in¬ 
creases be granted to poorly paid workers, that the eight-hour 
day be strictly obsen-Txl, that tax reliefs be accorded to bednyaks, 
and so on. The Platform asserted that the ruling factions had 
honoured none of tluur promises; and that the conditions of the 
proletarian and semi-proletarian masses had gone from bad to 
worse. In reply to this Stalin made a startling move: he an¬ 
nounced that the government would shortly introduce a seven- 
liour working day and a five-day week, and that the workers 
would recei\’e the same wages as before. The occasion for the 
promulgation of the reform w'as to be the approaching tenth 
anniversar)^ of the October Revolution, on which the Polit- 
bureau was to address the nation in a solemn Manifesto hailing 
the seven-hour day as the greatest achievement of socialism so 
far—the consummation of the first decade of revolution. 

This was sheer duplicity. The Soviet Union was too poor to 
afford such a reform—even thirty years later, after it had 
become the world’s second industrial power, its workers still 
worked eight hours a day and six days a week.* However, 
Stalin was not concerned with the economic realities of the case. 

' Tl)c scven-liour day and fivc-day week were nominally in force for about 
ihirleen years, but were not honoured in practice. At tlic beginning of the Second 
World War the return was decreed to the normal week and the eight-hour day and 
these remained obligatory for nearly two decades. Only in 1938 was a gradual 
return to the seven-hour day (but not yet to the fivc-day week) initiated. 
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He produced his sensational piece of legislation without dis¬ 
cussing it beforehand with the trade unions, the Gosplan, and 
even the Central Committee. The Bukharinists had misgivings. 
Tomsky, who led the trade unions, did not hide his dislike of 
the stunt. Stalin, nevertheless, forced it through; and for the 
middle of Octob(T a special session of the Central Executix e 
Committee of the Soviets was convened to Leningrad to give its 
formal and solemn sanction. 

At the session, on 15 October, after Kirov had presented an 
official report, Trotsky demonstrated the spuriousness of the 
scheme. He recalled that when the Opposition had urged a 
modest increase in wages, the claim had been indignantly re¬ 
jected as threatening to strain the nation’s economic resources. 
How then could the economy now sustain a seven-hour day? 
The Opposition maintained that even the eight-hour day was 

not properly observed in state-owned industry.why then did 

Stalin suddenly pull this grand reform out of his hat? Would it 
not have been more honest to offer the workers some mor(‘ 
modest but real gains? It was a shame to commemorate the 
revolution with such conjuring tricks. Trotsky pointed out that 
none of the blueprints for the first Five Year Plan, which had 
just been completed after years of preparation, contained as 
much as a hint of the shorter working day. How then could they 
genuinely shorten it when they had planned for years ahead on 
the assumption of a longer working day? The whole reform, 
he concluded, had one purpose only—to assist the ruling group 
in its show-down with the Opposition. 

In this dispute reason, truth, and honesty were all on Trot¬ 
sky’s side; and not for the first or the last time they led him 
immediately into a trap. Nothing suited Stalin better than 
Trotsky’s protests. The Stalinists flocked to the factories to tell 
the workers of Trotsky’s latest indignity. He wanted, they said, 
to rob the workers of the boon the party bestowed on them; he 
was obstructing the epoch-making reform in which all could 
see the dawn of socialism. What was the good of all his pro¬ 
fessions of Bolshevik loyalty and of all his posturing as a cham¬ 
pion of the working class? I’o the men in tlie fiictories Trotsky’s 
arguments were unknown. Old and cool-headed workers may 
have guessed them and have had their own thoughts about 
Stalin’s dubious gift. But the great credulous mass hailed it and 
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was iiiipaiiciit with the critics. I’lic Opposition had iriostly 
argued about issues which were high above the workers’ head; 
Kuoiniritang, the Anglo-Soviet Council, permanent revolution, 
'J'hcrmidor, Clemenceau, &c. I’hc one point at which the 
Oppositioirs language had not been abstruse was its demand 
lor an improvement in the wwkers’ lot. The demand had gained 
it wide, though passive, sympathy. Much of that sympathy was 
now dissipated. The wall of indifference and hostility closed 
around the Opposition. 

Yet—so strong is sometimes in men ‘the wish for that for 
which they only faintly hope’—precisely at this moment a 
frt’akish event brought the leaders of the Opposition solace and 
encouragement. During the session at which the seven-hour 
day was debated official demonstrations were staged in Lenin¬ 
grad to honour the event. There was the usual pomp and 
circumstance. Party leaders reviewed a parade and a march 
past of vast multitudes. Trotsky and Zinoviev W'cre not to be 
seen among the leaders. By chance or choice, as if to demon¬ 
strate their divorce from officialdom, they stood on a lorry some 
distance aw'ay from the official stands, in a place w’here the 
demonstrators were due to pass on the way from the parade. 
Behind Trotsky’s back w-as the Tauridc Palace where ten years 
ago he had thundered against Kerensky and stirred the w orkers 
of the capital to enthusiasm, action, revolt. The columns of 
demonstrators, having marched past the official stands, ap¬ 
proached. They recognized the two chiefs of the Opposition, 
halted, moved on, and halted again, stared mutely, raised 
hands, gesticulated, waved caps and handkerchiefs, moved on, 
and stopped again. The throngs around the lorry grew and 
traffic was blocked, while the space around the official stands 
became empty. It was as if an echo of the enthusiastic acclaim 
and clamour of the crowds of 1917 had come back. In truth, the 
crowd in front of Trotsky and Zinoviev, although visibly agi¬ 
tated, was subdued and timid. Its behaviour was ambiguous. 
If it intended to demonstrate sympathy with the Opposition, 
the demonstration was little more than a dumb show. It ex¬ 
pressed the crowd’s respect or pity for the defeated, not any 
readiness to fight on their side. 

But the chiefs of the Opposition mistook the temper of the 
demonstrators. ‘This was a silent, vanquished, stirring acclama- 
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tion’, so an eye-witness describes the scene. But ‘Zinoviev and 
Trotsky received it with definite joy, as a manifestation ol' 
strength. “The masses arc with us!” they said the same evening.’' 
The incident had a .sequel quite out of proportion to its im¬ 
portance. It was largely under its impression, hoping that the 
masses were indeed with them at last, that the leaders of the 
Opposition decided to make a direct ‘appeal to the masses’ on 
the anniversary of the revolution, three weeks later. The ruling 
factions, on the other hand, saw in the ambiguous behaviour 
of the crowd a warning: they realized that they must take no 
chances with the temper of the people. 

Stalin presently returned to the attack. On 23 October he 
once again asked for Trotsky’s and Zinoviev’s expulsion from 
the Central Committee. At length after four months he had 
worn down hesitation and resistance in the men who constituted 
the party’s supreme tribunal. At last they were ready to do his 
bidding. But their fears and misgivings were still with them and 
show'ed in an extraordinary nervousness and the violence of the 
proceedings. There was a morbid tenseness in the air, such as 
might be felt at an execution where hangman and accomplices 
view their victim with deep hatred but also with deep awe and 
with gnawing uncertainty about the justice of the deed and the 
conscqu(‘nces. Whatever the victim says or docs stirs in them 
these contradictory emotions w'hich rise to a pitch of fury. 
All are convinced that the victim must die if they are to live; 
and all shudder at the thought of the horrors which may fol¬ 
low'. They try to rout their ow'n qualms by urging on the hang¬ 
man, demanding haste, and hurling shameless abuse and heavy 
stones at the condemned. Such was the behaviour of the 
Stalinists and the Bukharinists at this session. They constantly 
interrupted Trotsky’s last pleas with bursts of hatred and vulgar 
vituperation. They shut their ears to his arguments; and they 
urged the chairman to shut his mouth. From the chairman’s 
table inkpots, heavy volumes, and a glass were fiung at Trotsky’s 
head while he spoke. Yaroslavsky, Shvemik, Petrovsky, Presi¬ 
dent of the Ukraine, and others loudly incited Stalin and 
prompted him to get on with the job. There was no end to the 

* Vicloi Serge, Mmoires d'un Rivoluiionnam^ p. 239, Trotsky’s own description 
ol the same scene in Moya Z^izn, vol. ii, p. 278, seems to reflect something of the 
wishfulness with which he first viewed the demonstration. 
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threats, gibes, and curses, which made this assembly look like a 
meeting of damned souls.* 

Of the ruling group Stalin alone spoke with self-possession, 
with coarse and cold hatred, and without a trace of any qualm. 
He went over the familiar list of charges; and his speech—it was 
in it that he justified the oi agents provocateurs (the 

‘Wrangcl officer’) against party members—was a feat of cynicism 
even for him.- Only Trotsky spoke with equal self-possession. 
His voice rose above the delirium for a last challenge before his 
departure. He warned the factions that Stalin’s aim was nothing 
less than the extermination of all Opposition; and, amid cries of 
mockery, he forecast the long scries of bloody purges in which 
not only his adherents but many Bukharinists and even Stalinists 
would be engulfed. He expressed the wishful assurance that 
Stalin’s triumph would be shortlived and that the collapse of 
the Stalinist regime would come suddenly, with a crash. The 
victors of the moment, he said, relied on violence too much. 
True, the Bolsheviks had achieved ‘gigantic results’ when they 
liad used violence against the old ruling classes and the Men¬ 
sheviks and Social Revolutionaries who all stood for lost or 
reactioiiaiy causes. But they could not destroy in this way an 
Opposition which stood for historic progress. ‘Expel us—^y^ou 
will not j)rcverit our victory-’, these were the last words the 
party’s supreme council heard from Trotsky ’s mouth. 

W'l'cks of intensive activity followed. The Opposition still 
collected signatures for the Platform in the hope of impressing 
party opinion by the number of its adherents. Zinoviev was 
confident that 20,000 or 30,000 signatures would be obtained, 
that Stalin, confronted with evidence of such massive support, 
would have to stop short of further reprisals, and that the 
Opposition might erven stage a come-back. The chiefs of the 
Opposition decided to make, on the anniversary of the revolu¬ 
tion, that ‘appeal to the masses’ which had tempted them since 
the demonstration in Leningrad. It was not easy to determine 
the form of the appeal. Its purpose was to make the masses aware 

* In a letter written to the Secretariat of the Central Committee on the next day 
I'rotsky protested against the incomplete account ofhis speech in the official record 
and the omission of any reference to these scenes. The Archms. 

* Stalin, Sochinenyaf vol. x, pp, 172-205. 
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ol'the Opposition's demands and to stir them against the official 
leaders, without, however, giving the latter ground for charging 
the Opposition with a breach of discipline. The two things could 
hardly be reconciled; and the members of the Opposition spent 
days and nights deliberating and preparing for the trial of 
strength. 

Trotsky, like his comrades, now spent most of his time in the 
suburban homes of humble wwkers, as he used to do when he 
was a young and unknown revolutionary, arguing, explaining 
principles and viewpoints, and instructing small groups of ardent 
and anxious adherents. At this moment he little resembled the 
Robespierre of the eve of Thermidor with whom he had com- 
pan d himself. Two different characters seemed to have blended 
in him—Danton’s and Babeuf’s; but at this moment he looked 
more like the latter, the hunted leader of the Conspiracy of 
Equals, raising the cry for the regeneration of the revolution and 
defying the implacable builders of the new Leviathan state; and 
the tide of history ran against him as pow erfully as it had run 
against Babeuf. 

About fifty people filled a poor dining room [thus Victor Serge 
describes a typical meeting], listening to Zinoviev, who had grown 
fat, pale, dishevelled, and spoke w^ith a low voice; there w^as about 
him something flabby yet also something very appealing. ... At the 
other end of the tabic sat Trotsky. Ageing before our eyes, greying, 
great, stooping, his features drawn, he was friendly and always 
found the right answ^er. A woman worker, sitting cross-legged on the 
floor, asks him suddenly: ‘And what if w^c arc expelled from the 
party?’ ‘Nothing can prevent communist proletarians from being 
communists’, Trotsky answers. ‘Nothing can really cut us off from 
our party.’ Half-smilingly, Zinoviev explains that we are entering 
an epoch when around the party there will be many expelled and 
semi-expelled people more worthy than the party secretaries of the 
name of a Bolshevik. It was simple and moving to sec the men of 
proletarian dictatorship, yesterday still powerful, returning thus to 
the quarters of the poor and speaking here as men to men and look¬ 
ing for support and for comrades. On the staircase outside volunteers 
stood guard, watching passages and approaches; the G.P.U. might 
raid us any moment. 

Once I accompanied Trotsky when he left such a meeting held in 
a dilapidated and poverty stricken dwelling. In the street Lev 
Davidovich put up the collar of his coat and pulled his cap oyer his 
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ryes SO tliat he should not he recognized. He now looked an old 
intellectual still erect alter twenty years of w'ear and tear. W(' 
approached a cabman. ‘Please do the bargaining over the lare', 
Lev Davidovich said to me, ‘I have very little money on me.’ 'I’he 
cabman, a Ix'arded peasant of the old type, leaned towards him and 
said: ‘'i'here is no fare for you to pay. Ck)me on, comrade. You’re 
'Irotsky, aren’t you?’ The cap had not ccmccalcd sufficiently the 
man of the battles of Svyazhsk, Kazan, Pulkovo, and Tsaritsyn. A 
taint cheerful smile lit Trotsky’s face: ‘Don’t tell anyone about this. 
I^veryone knows that cabmen belong to the petty bourgeoisie whose 
(avour can only discredit us.’* 

When he told the woman worker sitting cross-legged on the 
floor: ‘Nothing can really cut us off from our party’, IVotsky 
did not offer a mere half-hearted consolation. He reckoned, as 
Zinoviev did, with mass expulsion; but he hoped against hope 
that this would come as a salutary shock; that the party’s con- 
scicnci' would be aroused; that people would wish to sec the 
Platform in order to find out for themselves what tlnr Oj)position 
stood for; and that then the great debate for which the Oppo¬ 
sition had so many times asked in vain would begin for good. 
He imagined that Stalin would overreach himself: if thousands 
of party mc'inbers were to be expelled as counter-revolutionaries, 
they would also have to be imprisoned. This could not but 
‘dismay the party’ and make it realize that such an act of sup¬ 
pression might well mean ‘the end of the proletarian dictator¬ 
ship’. For the moment, indeed, many Stalinists and Bukharinists 
were uneasy at the thought of becoming the persecutors and 
jailers of their own comrades and comradcs-in-arms. Stalin and 
Molotov had to assure them that things would not come to such 
a pass and that there would be no need for wholesale expulsion, 
because the Politbureau would so handle the Opposition as to 
induce it to halt before it w^as too late and to surrender. On 
2 November Trotsky, Cjuoting these assurances, appealed to the 
Opposition to remain as aggressive as ever - only then would 
the mass of Stalinists and Bukharinists, seeing that their leaders’ 
boasts were deceptive, exert themselves to stop the persecution, 
and force the persecutors themselves to falter and surrender.^ 
However, Stalin’s and Molotov’s boasts were not at all ground¬ 
less : they sized up the weakness of the Opposition and foresaw 

* Victor Serge, Le Tourmml obscur, pp. 113-14. 
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that at the critical moment at least the Zinovievists would 
stumble. Meantime, the assurances that there would be no need 
for wholesale expulsion lulled disquiet and alarm and induced 
the party to await events passively and thus to reconcile itself to 
what was coining. 

On the other hand, the torrents of abuse and threats let loose 
on the Opposition hampered the Opposition’s efforts. Few were 
those who dared to put their signatures to the Platform daily 
denounced as a subversive document. Instead of the 20,000 or 
30,000 signatures for which Zinoviev had hoped, the Opposition 
managed to collect only 5,000-6,000 at the most.' And the dread 
of the consequences for those who signed w as such that, in order 
to protect their followers, the chiefs of the Opposition disclosed 
only several hundred names. The campaign over the Platform w as 
thus yet another demonstration of the Opposition’s w^eakness. 

Trotsky was at this time, to quote St dova, ‘ov’crworkcd, tense, 
and suffering from ill-health, fever, and sleeplessness’. To ene¬ 
mies he presented an unyielding front, and to followers he gave 
an example of self-control and heroic strength. But in domestic 
privacy human frailty came back into its own. In vain did he 
struggle with insomnia; drugs brought no relii'f. He complaini^d 
more and more often of headaches and dizziness. He w as de¬ 
pressed and disgusted. At moments his sensitivity was almost 
deadened by the stupendous venom and malignity that flooded 
in from all sides. ‘At breakfast wc would see him opening the 
newspapers’, his wife writes, . he glanced at them and dis¬ 
heartened scattered them over the table. All they contained w^as 
stupid lies, distortions of the plainest facts, the most vulgar 
abuse, hideous threats, and telegrams, from all over the world, 
repeating zealously and with boundless servility the same in¬ 
famies. ... “What have they made of the revolution, of the party, 
of Marxism, of the International!” 

With Trotsky his next of kin drained the cup of defeat. Tense 
and expecting the worst, the whole family suffered from in- 

* This was the figure given by the Opposition. V. Sergo, Mitnoires d*un Revolu- 
tiormaire, p. 243. Stalinist sources claimed that the Opposition collected 4,000 
signatures. According to N. Popov, the Stalinist historian, the Opposition received 
6,000 votes out of a total of 725,000 in the elections to the congress. (Outline 
Histoiy of the CPSU, vol. ii, p. 323.) 

* Vie it mart de Trotsky, pp. i8o~i. 




THE DECISIVE CONTEST: 1926-7 371 

sonujia and through many a waking night awaited next day’s 
blow—when day broke and friends came in, all put on a brave 
face and struggled on. Sedova, herself not very politically- 
minded, more at ease within the walls of museums and art 
galleries than amid arguing, scheming, and fighting party men, 
but moved by a woman’s love and loyalty, was drawn com- 
])letely into the cruel drama. Having given up her independent 
interests and placed herself in her husband’s shadow, she lived 
with all her filires his life, tried to think his thoughts, trembled 
with his anger, and shrank with worry and anxiety. 

Their elder son, Lyova, now twcnly-onc, had spent his child¬ 
hood and early youth, as he was to s]:)end the rest of his short life, 
under the spt‘ll of his father's greatness. To be Trotsky’s son, to 
shart^ his ideas, and to follow^ in his footsteps had been for the 
adolescent and was for the young man a source of the greatest 
happiness. He had joined the Comsomol by subterfuge, before 
he had reached the agc-lirnit, pretending to be older than he 
was, and he had tried to enlist in the R(‘d Army too; he had left 
his parental home in the Kremlin to live in a cornmune-hostel, 
amid starving and tattered worker-students; and he had joined 
the Opposition the moment it had been formed. It was a galling 
< xp(niene(' for him to watch how the Comsomol, to whose mem¬ 
bers his father had so recently been a living legend and in¬ 
spiration, was incited and turned against Trotskyism. With 
filial and revolutionary I'ervour he hated the men whom his 
lather bianded as bureaucrats corrupted by power. He spent 
years arguing and organizing Opposition groups, stumping paiT\ 
cells, and, side by side with such recognized leaders of the 
Opposition as Pyalakov and Preobrazhensky, addressing meet¬ 
ings in the provinces as far as the Urals. Youthful energy sus¬ 
tained his optimism and confidence; but in these weeks, amid 
rising bitterness and violence, he w;is seized with fear for his 
father's life, and became inseparable from him as assistant and 
body-guard, ready at any moment to jump at the throat of an 
assailant. 

Unlike Lyova, Sergei, who was two years younger, had 
throughout adolescence rebelled against paternal authority and 
refused to be thrown in the shade by paternal greatness. I'Ik* 
rebellion took the form of a revulsion against politics. He did 
not join the Comsomol; he would not hear of party affairs; and 
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h*' would have nothing to do with the Opposition. Strong, 
brave, and adventurous, or, as his fathei and brother thought- 
light-minded, lie revelled in games, sjiort, and the arts. Attracted 
by the circus (which in Russia then aspired to the dignity of an 
art in its own right), and, it seems, by a circus girl, he left his 
liome in the Kremlin and spent a year or two with a troupe of' 
perl'ormers. Having sown his wild oats, the prodigal was now 
back at home, still insisting on his independence and being 
sceptical about polities, but taking eagerly to mathematies and 
science for which he showed the outstanding ability that the 
father had shown at the same age. Yet a new scntim(‘nt began 
to break through the antagonism towards father and fiolitics. 
The youth was moved by parental courage and sacrifice, out¬ 
raged by the things done to father and his eo-thinkers, and 
anxiously preoccupied with the uncertainties and dangers ol 
the clay. 

The other branch of the family, the one which had sprung 
fi'om I’rotsky’s first marriage, was also det‘ply involved. 
Alexandra Sokolovskaya, ageing, yet firm in conviction and still 
as unafraid of voicing it against all and sundry as she had bee n 
as a solitary Marxist at Nikolayev in the 1890’s, continued to be 
the rallying centre of the Trotskyists in Leningrad. Her two 
daughters, Zina and Nina, both in their middle twenties, lived in 
Moscow' and were ardent Oppositionists. Both w'crc as thrilled 
to be their father’s daughters as they were when they w'atched 
him during his rise in 1917, and both W'erc heartbroken. Both 
had married; each had two children; and the husbands of both, 
active Trotskyists, had lost jobs and livelihood and were already 
either expelled or on the point of being expelled from the party 
and deported to Siberia. Sunk into poverty, heljilcss, anci tor¬ 
mented by anxiety about children, husbands, and parents, both 
women were ill with consumption, and were marked to be the 
first victims of a fate which was to destroy all of Trotsky’s 
children. 

As the tenth anniversary ol’ the revolution approached, the 
Opposition got ready to make the ‘appeal to the masses’. It in¬ 
structed its adherents to take part in the official celebrations of 
7 November, but in such a way as to bring the Opposition’s 
ideas and demands to the notice of the millions of people who 
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would then fill the streets and squares of Soviet cities and towns. 
There was to b(* not a hint of incitement to insurrection or even 
disobedience. All that the members of the Opposition were to 
do was to march in closed ranks and as distinct groups within 
the oflicial processions and to carry thiur own banners and 
slogans. These were so inoffimsive outw^ardly, being directed 
against the luling group merely by implicatimi, that only the 
most ])olitically minded of onlooktTs could distinguish them 
from the oflicial slogans. 

‘Strike against the kulak, the N.K.P.-man, and th(‘ bureau¬ 
crat!', ‘Down with opportunism!', ‘Carry out Lenin's testa¬ 
ment!', ‘Bewan^ ol a split in th(‘ party!', ‘Pn\s(Tve Bolshevik 
unity!’ such wen* tin* Opposition’s watchwords. They were de ¬ 
signed to impress only party men and those outsiders wdio were* 
intimately and sym])athctically concerned with the trend of 
Bolshevik policy. One cannot thercibre seriously describe the* 
Opposition’s action as any genuine ‘appe*al to the! masses’ it 
was essentially an appeal to the party. But, driven from the parly 
and denie d acce\ss to its rank and file*, the Opposition made the 
appeal from the outside, before the eyes of the nation and the 
world, '['herein lay the w i*akn('ss of the action. 'I'he Opposition 
tried to come into the open with a protest against the official 
e onduett e)f parly affairs and at the same time to demonstrate its 
own self-discipline: and loyalty to the party. The protest, as it 
was planned, could the're*fe)re hardly be'come audible; and the 
show- of scll-discipline w’as to remain inefl'ective. On the dog¬ 
matically strictest interpretation of the rules—and no other 
interpretation could be expected from Stalin—a public demon¬ 
stration against the party leaders did constitute a breach of 
discipline. In a word, the Opposition went either too far or not 
far enough. Yet such was its attitude and such WTre its circum¬ 
stances that it had to go as far as it went and that it could go no 
farther. 

The 7 November brought the Opposition a crushing defeat. 
Stalin had not been caught by surprise. H c had issued strict orders 
for the swift suppression of any attempt at demonstration no 
matter how innocuous. No such attempt could from his viewpoint 
be innocuous, for il'his adversaries succeeded this time, there w^as 
no saying whether they might not after all arouse now or later 
the brooding and disgruntled but cowed masses. Stalin knew 
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that even while he was nearing the pinnacle, he might still slip 
and lose ever>nhing; and that, despite the crippling blows he 
had inflicted on his adversaries, they could still overwhelm him 
if he left them the slightest freedom of action. And so on 
7 November squads of activists and police thre\\' themselves on 
any group of Oppositionists who tried to unfurl a banner, dis¬ 
play a picture of Trotsky or Zinoviev, or shout an unauthorized 
slogan. The Oppositionists were dispersed, abused, and beaten. 
Bare-handed, lhe\' tried to defend thcmsclv(\s, to regroup, and 
to demonstrate anew. The streets and squares became agitated 
with scuffles and police charges, and with disjxrsing and 
assembling crowds until even the least politicalh -rnindcd person 
in the festive mass of onlookers became aware that he or she was 
witnessing a gra\'e and critical event, that the inner-party 
struggle had moved from the cells into the street, and that in 
a way the contestants now appealed to all lor support. It was 
indeed suppression that turned ihc Opposition’s action into 
something like an appeal to the masses, and lliat surrounded it 
^vith an air of scandal and made it appe^ar a semi-insurrection. 

Victor Serge has loft a vivid description of the day in Lenin¬ 
grad.^ Since 15 October the Opposition had pinned much hope 
on the Leningraders, and Zinoviev had arrived there confident 
in their response. But the party machine on the spot, fore¬ 
warned by the events of 15 October, was ready. At first Oppo¬ 
sition groups, together with all other demonstrators, marched 
past the stands liom which the official leaders took the parade; 
and they raised their banners and slogans. These attracted little 
attention. Then the police quietly surrounded the Oppositionists 
and isolated them. Serge describes how he himself, prevented by 
police barriers from joining the main dcTnonstration, stopped to 
watch a procession of workers advancing with their red flags to¬ 
wards the centre of the city. Every now and then activists turned 
towards the marching men and women and shouted slogans. 
The men and women took the cues apathetically. Then Serge 
himself made a few steps towards the column and exclaimed: 
‘Long live Trotsky and Zinoviev!’ or something to this eflect. 
An astonished silence was the demonstrators’ only answer. Then 
an activist, recovering his wits, shouted back in a voice charged 
with threat and fury: ‘To the dustbin with them!’ The marching 
’ V. Serge, Mimoxres d^m RdvoluLiormaire, pp. 246-7. 
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workers remained silent. Serge felt that he had exposed himself 
and ‘was going to be torn to pieces’. Suddenly a void surrounded 
him—he found himself facing the column alone, with only a 
woman and a child a few steps behind him. Through the void a 
student rushed to him and whispered into his ear: ‘Let’s go 
away. This may turn out badly. I am coming with you so that 
nobody should hit you in the back.’ 

In another quarter of the city, outside the Ermitage, ‘a few 
hundred Oppositionists struggled good-humouredly with the 
militia’. A tall man in military uniform—this was Bakaev, 
former chi(T of the G.P.U. in I.eningrad—led a ‘human wave’ 
against mounted policemen, who tried to halt it. Every time 
it was pushed back, the ‘wave’ surged forward and returned. 
At another place a group of workers followed a small stocky man 
in an atiaek on mounled police. The stocky man dragged a 
policeman off the saddle, knocked him dowm, then helped him 
to get up, and in a loud confident voice ‘accustomed to com¬ 
mand’, shouted: ‘You should be ashamed of yourself. You 
should be ashamed of charging on Leningrad workers.’ The 
man thus venting his comradely anger was Lashevich, the ex¬ 
deputy CoruTnissar of War, who ‘had once been in command of 
great armies’. Similar scuffles occurred all over the city and 
lasted many hours. Groups of spectators watched in ‘dumb¬ 
founded silence’. In the evening, at meetings of Oppositionists, 
Serge saw again Bakaev and Lashevich—they had come, their 
uniforms torn, to discuss the events of the day. 

In Moscow the disturbances and fights had a far less ‘good- 
humoured’ and ‘comradely’ aspect. Commandos of activists and 
police struck with cold and swift brutality. The city was tensely 
aware of a crisis; and it was alarmed. ‘There were rumours on 
the eve of the anniversary’, notes an eye-witness who, however, 
all too eagerly picked up rumours from official quarters, ‘that 
the army massed in the Red Square for the annual parade 
would demonstrate against Stalin. Some courageous soldier or 
officer would cry out “Down with Stalin!” and others would 
echo the slogan.’* Nothing of the sort happened, the writer 
remarks. At first here and there bands of Oppositionists, march¬ 
ing towards the Lenin Mausoleum, managed to unfold a few' 
banners; but before they reached the Red Square they were 
* L. Fischer, Men and Politics^ p. 92. 
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surrounded by commandos who lore the banners to shreds and 
made the Oppositionists move on with the official demonslnition. 
Thus, hemmed in by their adversaries and awkwardly silent, 
keeping in step with the rest of the procession, the Oppositionists 
marched past the leaders and foreign guests assembled at the' 
Red Square. Only ‘the Chinese students of Moscow’s Sun Yat- 
sen University ... formed a long, sinuous dragon. In the middle 
of the Square they threw Trotsky’s proclamations in the air.’ 
Beyond the Square the Oppositionists were kicked out of the 
common ranks, attacked with truncheons, and dispersed or 
arrested. In various places Oppositionists had hung out of be- 
flagged windows portraits of Lenin and Trotsky. Ev(Tywhere 
these were torn down and thos(! who had hung them out were 
maltreated. At the House of Soviets, Smilga, who had returned 
from Khabarovsk, decorated his balcony with such j3ortraits and 
put out the slogan ‘Cariy- out Lenin’s testament!’ A gang of 
toughs broke into his home, tore up the pictures and the banner, 
demolished the dwelling, and mauled the man who had ten 
years ago brought the Baltic Fleet into the Neva at Petrograd 
to assist in the October insurrection—his crime, was to display 
the picture of th(! leader of that insurrection. Among others, 
Sedova, finding herself in a group of demonstrators, w’as 
beaten up. 

Trotsky accompanied by Kamenev and Muralov spent the 
day louring the city by car. At Revolution Square he stopped 
and attempted to harangue a column of workers marching to¬ 
wards the Lenin Mausoleum. At once policemen and activists 
assailed him. Shots w^re fired. There w^re shouts: ‘Down with 
Trotsky, the Jew, the traitor!’ The windscreen of his car was 
smashed. The marching column watched the scene uneasily, but 
moved on. 

What w^as going on in the minds of the multitudes which 
croweded the festive streets? Nobody knew, nobody could even 
guess. They marched obediently along the prescribed routes, 
shouted the prescribed slogans, and observed mechanically the 
prescribed discipline, without betraying their thoughts or vent¬ 
ing their feelings in a single flash of spontaneity. What a contrast 
they formed with the hungry^ rough, warm-hearted, generous, 
enthusiastic, and drunken crowds of 1917! What a contrast there 
was between the present landscape of the cities and that of the 
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revolution now commemorated! And what a contrast in the 
fortunes of the leaders! Ten years ago the workers of the two 
capitals were ready to give their lives at Trotsky’s word of com¬ 
mand. Now they would not even turn their heads to listen to 
him. 'IVn years ago TVotsky, as he watched Martov leading the 
Mensheviks in their exodus from the Soviets, shouted at him 
triumphantly: ‘Go, go to the dustbin of history!’; and a thunder 
of Bolshevik applause covered his voice. ‘To the dustbin with 
him!’—these words resounded now like a mocking echo through 
a square of Leningrad, when an Oppositionist tri(‘d to honour 
Trotsky’s name. Had the wheel of history, so Oppositionists 
wondered, turned back or broken to pieces? Was this perhaps 
th(* Russian ^’hermidor? 

These cjuestions engaged IVotsky’s thoughts also. He saw so 
many of the men who had led the Bolshevik revolution now 
aligned on his side. It seemed preposterous to assume that his 
and their del'eat and humiliation had no deeper historic mean¬ 
ing, and that it did not mark that ‘downward movement’ of the 
revolution, that ‘second chapter’ of w^hich he had spoken at the 
Central Committee a few months earlier. And yet he also saw 
that, changed as was th<^ landscape of the revolution—its climate 
and colour—its broad and bare outline stood out as sharp as 
ever, unshaken and unaltered. It was still the Bolshevik party 
that ruled the republic, the party to which the Opposition still 
swore undying allegiance. He still regarded the republic, for all 
its ‘bureaucratic degeneration’, as a proletarian dictatorship; 
and he still resolutely dissociated himself and the Opposition 
from all those who branded it as a new police state, ruled by a 
‘new class’ which had severed all ties with the working class and 
socialism. He refused to consider the bureaucracy as a new ex¬ 
ploiting class—he viewed it as a ‘morbid outgrowth on the body 
of the working class’- Public ownership, wherever Bolshevism 
had established it, was still intact. The kulak and the N.E.P.- 
man had not yet won. The antagonism between the workers’ 
first state and world capitalism was unabated, even though it did 
not show itself in any clash of arms. So much had changed; and 
yet—so little. It was as if a hurricane had descended upon the 
scene, had flung the actors in opposite directions, had shifted 
all it could shift, had swayed the scene this way and that, but 
had left its frame solid and unimpaired. It seemed impossible 



378 THE PROPHET UNARMED 

that this should be the end—surely the hurricane portended an 
earthquake? Trotsky concluded that the 7 November was ‘not 
yet the Soviet Therniidor', but that it was certainly ‘the ev(; of 
Thermidor’.* 

Serge relates that on the evening of 7 Nov ember, when the 
Oppositionists of Leningrad met, two voices could be heard: 
‘Nothing doing, we shall go on fighting’, one voice repeated 
grimly. ‘Against whom shall we fight?’, asked another in 
anguish, ‘Against our own people?’ The same- voices could be 
heard wherever Oppositionists met. As a rule it was the 
Trotskyists who asserted that they would go on fighting, and it 
was the Zinovievists who asked the awkward question. Zinoviev 
himself had returned from Leningrad in utter dejection; and he 
and Kamenev began to regret the luckless attempt to ‘appeal 
to the masses’ which they had undertaken with so much soaring 
confidence. Trotsky knew no regrets. The Opposition had done 
what it had to do; it could not undo what it had done: Advieme 
que pourra, he repeated. On the morrow of the fateful day he 
asked the Politbureau and the Presidium of the Central Control 
Commission for an official inquiry into the events; and he still 
took a rather sanguine view. Hi; told his adherents that the up¬ 
shot of the demonstrations was not so bad: the Opposition had 
put on its banners the watchword ‘Preserve Bolshevik unity’ and 
had thereby shown where it stood and had at last wrested from 
Stalin a slogan from which he had sought to profit. Zinoviev 
and Kamenev replied that 7 November had brought them to 
the very brink of schism and that if the Opposition wished to 
preserve Bolshevik unity it had to retrace its steps. 

For a few days they disputed what to do ncjct. Trotsky soon 
abandoned his view of the consequences of the 7 November. 
Only five days after he had written how contented he was that 
the Opposition had ‘wrested the slogan of unity’ from Stalin, he 
argued that it was ‘too late to talk about unity’, because the 
party machine had become a will-less ‘tool of Thermidorian 
forces’ and was bent on routing the Opposition in the interest 
of kulak and N.E.P.-man.* Zinoviev and Kamenev were not 
sure of this: they noticed .shifts of emphasis in Stalin’s policy and 

* See Trotsk-y’s ^Balance of the Anniversary*, written on 8 November, in The 
Archives. 

* See his ‘Zapiska’ (Note) of 13 November in The Archives. 
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said that he was turning against the kulak and the N.E.P.-man. 
In any case they did not agree that it was ‘too late to talk of 
unity’. 

On 14 November the Central Committee and the Central 
Control Commission, convened for an extraordinary session, ex¬ 
pelled from the party Trotsky and Zinoviev as guilty oi’incite¬ 
ment to counter-revolutionary demonstrations and virtually to 
insurrection.* Rakovsky, Kamenev, Srnilga, and Evdokimov 
were (’X])(‘lle(l from the Central Committee; Bakaev, Muralov 
and others, ii’om the Central Control Commission. From the 
party cells hundreds of mcmbcTs were ejected. Thus, after 
months and years in the course of which all factions hesitated 
and manci:uvr(‘d, advanced, retreated, and went on contending, 
th(‘ schism was accomplished. 

On the evening of 7 NovcihIkt IVotsky returned home and 
told his I'amily that they must vacate their lodgings in the Krem¬ 
lin. He himself moved out at once: he 1‘elt safer outside the 
Kremlin, and more than ever out ol'])lace in the residence of the 
ruling group. He took, provisional!)', a tiny room at Granovsky 
Street 3, at tlu' home of Beloborodov, an Oppositionist who was 
still Commissar* of Home Affairs in the Russian Federal Republic, 
the man who, in igifl, had ordered the execution of Nicolas II 
at Ekaterinburg. For a few days Trotsky’s whereabouts were 
unknown. The ruling group, somewhat alarmed, wondered 
what he might b(* up to and whether he had not ‘gone under¬ 
ground’. He had no such intention; and for so well known a man 
it was impo.ssiblc to go underground. On the day after his ex¬ 
pulsion he ga\ (' his newr address to the secretary of the Central 
Executive of the Soviets of which he was nominally still a mem- 
bcr.2 Leaving the Kremlin he saved himself a humiliation to 
which the other Opposition leaders were subjected: on 
16 November they were all evicted. A friend describes their 
strange exodus from the Kremlin. Zinoviev left carrying only 
Lenin’s death mask under his arm, a mask which was so de¬ 
pressing that the censorship had never allowed any reproduction 

* The Archu>€.s\ KPSS v Rezolutsyakh, vol. ii, pp. 368-70. 

^ He also notified the Executive that liis wile and one of tlic sons were ill and 
unable to move, but that they would vacate their dwelling within a few days. The 
Archives. 
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ot il to hr published and so it remained Zinovi(*\''s jiropcrty. 
Then Kamenev came out, who in his early forties had grown 
suddenly whit ('-haired and looked ‘a handsome' old man with 
very clear c) cs\ Radek packed his books, with the intention of 
selling them; and handing out to those around him volumes of 
German poetry as souvenirs, muttered sarcastically: ‘Haven't 
we been idiots! We are left pcmniless when we could have pre¬ 
pared a nice war chest. Lack of money is killing us. With our 
famous revolutionary probity we have been but h'ckless intel¬ 
lectuals full of scruples. . . 

SirnultaiK'OUsly another man made his exit in a difh'renl 
manner. In the ('vening of 16 November a revolver shot sud¬ 
denly broke the stillness of the Kremlin. Adolf Abramovich 
Yolfe had committed suicide. He. left a letter to Trotsky explain¬ 
ing that this was the only way in which he could protest against 
Trotsky’s and Zinoviev's expulsion and express his honor at tlie 
indifference with which the party had received it. He had been 
Trotsky’s disciple and friend since*, before 1910 when, a neurotic 
student, he helped 'IVotsky to edit the Viennese Pravda, With 
Trotsky he had joined the Bolshevik party in 1917, and was a 
member of the Central Committee at the lime of the Octobc'r 
insurrection. Soft-hearted, soft-smiling, and soft-spoken, he was 
one of the most determined advocates and organizers of tin* 
rising. He soon became one of the great Bolshevik diplomats: he 
led the first Soviet delegation to Brest Litovsk and was the first 
Soviet Ambassador in Berlin; he nc'gotiated the j^eace treaty 
with Poland in 1921, and the pact of friendship between l.enin’s 
and Sun Yat-sen’s governments a year later; and he was 
Ambassador in Vienna and Tokyo. At the beginning of 1927 he 
returned from Tokyo, gravely ill with tuberculosis and poly¬ 
neuritis, and was appointed Trotsky’s deputy at the Concessions’ 
Committee. In Moscow doctors held out no hope for him and 
urged him to take a cure abroad. Trotsky intervened on his 
behalf with the Commissar of Health and the Politbureau but 
the Politbureau refused to send him abroad on the ground that 
the cure would cost too much—1,000 dollars. An American 
publisher had just offered to pay Yoffe 20,000 dollars for 

* V. Serge, Le Tournanl ohscitr^ p. 140. 

* Trotsky’s letters to Semashko, the Conimlssar of Health (jo January 1927), and 
to the Politbureau arc in The Archives, 
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iiK’iHoirs; iind Yolle asked U) be allowed H) leave* at his owji 
expense', Slalin then lorbade him to j)ublish nie inoiis, relused 
him an e'xit ]>erniit, deprived him ol' medical assistance, and 
harassed him with (‘very kind ol* vexation. Bedridden, pain- 
stricken, penniless, and depressed by the savagencss of the on¬ 
slaught on the Opposition, he blew out his brains.^ 

Yoffe’s farewell lett('r is important not only for the light it 
throws on his attitude to Trotsky—it is also unique as a human 
and political document and a statement of revolutionary 
morality. 

riie letter b(‘gins with Yolfc’s justification oiTiis suicide, an 
act which revolutionary ethics normally condemned. In his 
youth, he recalled, he had stood up against Bcbel in defence ol’ 
Paul and laiura Lafargue, Marx’s son-in-law and daughter, 
who had committed suicide when old age and infirmity had 
made them iisi'less as fighters. 

All my life I have been convinced that the revolutionary politician 
sliuuld know when to make his exit and that he should make it in 
lime.. . . when he becomes aware that he can no longer be iKschil to 
the caus(‘ he has served. It is more than thirty years since T cmliraced 
the view that human life has sense only in so far as it is spent in the 
service ol’the infinite—and for us mankind is the infinite. To work 
i'or any finite purpose and everything else is finite—is meaningless. 
I'A’cn il'mankind's life were to come to a close this would in any case 
happen at a time so n'lnote that we may consider humanity as the 
absolute infinite. If one believes, as I do, in progress, one may assume 
that when the time comes for our planet to vanish, mankind will long 
before that have found the means to migrate and settle on other 
younger planets. . . . 'flius anything accomplished in our time for 
inaiikiiid's benefit will in some way survive into future ages; and 
through this our existence acquires the only significance it can 

p( )SSt\SS. 

Having thus expressed in the Marxist idiom and in an 
atheistic spirit the ancient human longing for immortality, the 
immortality of mankind and of its genius, Yoffc went on to say 
that for twenty-seven years his life had had its full significance: 
he had lived for socialism; he had not w’astcd a single day, for 

* livon while Yofl'e w'as writing the letter to Trotsky his wife came to tell him 
that the PoHtbiireau had declined his latest request for permission to go abroad 
for a month or two. 
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even while in prison he used every day to study and prepare 
himself for future struggles. But now his life had become pur¬ 
poseless; and it was his duty to depart. Trotsky’s expulsion and 
the silence in which the party had witnessed it were the last 
bloAvs. Had he been in good health, he would have fought on 
in the ranks of the Opposition. But perhaps his suicide, ‘a small 
event compared with your expulsion’ (and ‘a gesture of protest 
against those who have reduced the party to such a condition 
that it is unable to react in any w-ay against this monstrosity’) 
perhaps his suicide w’ould contribute to arouse the party to the 
Thermidorian danger. He feared that thi^ hour of the party’s 
awakening had not yet come —all the same his death would be 
more uscTiil than his life. 

With the utmost modesty, evoking their long friendshij) and 
common work, Yofle excused himself for ‘using this tragic 
opportunity’ to tell Trotsky where, in his view, 'rrotsky's weak- 
iu*ss lay. He had wanted to tell him this ('arlit r, but could not 
prevail upon himself to do so. He had never had any doubt that 
Trotsky had been politically in the right (^ver since 1905. He had 
heard Lenin himself saying this and admitting that not he but 
Trotsky had been right in the old controvcTsics over pc'rmaneni 
revolution. ‘One does not tell lies before one’s death, and once 
again I am repeating this to you now.’^ ‘But I have always 
thought that you have not enough in yourself of Lenin’s un¬ 
bending and unyielding character, not enough of that ability 
which Lenin had to stand alone and remain alone on ihv. road 
which he considered to be the right road. . . . ’^'ou have often 
renounced your own correct attitude for the sake of an agree¬ 
ment or a compromise, the value of which you have overrated.’ 
In this, his last word, therefore, he wished that Trotsky should 
find in himself that ‘unyielding strength’ which w'ould help 
their common cause to eventual even if delayed triumph. 

The criticism, coming from the depth of a dying friend’s de¬ 
votion and love, could not but move and impress Trotsky: he 
was to stand almost alone, ‘unbending and unyielding’, for the 
rest of his life. Politically, however, Yoffe’s suicide made no 

* In his autobiography Trotsky relates that Yoffe had intended several times to 
publish this conversation with Lenin and Lenin’s admission but that Trotsky dis¬ 
suaded him, because he feared that Yoffe would expose himself to attacks which 
would ruin his health to the end. Yoife’s letter confirms this. The full text of the 
letter is in The Tiotsl^ Archives, 
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impact at all. His letter was not published—the G.P.U. had 
attempted to conceal it even from Trotsky who had as it were 
to wrest it from their hands. In the ranks of the Opposition the 
event spread depression; it was received as an act of despair. 
Trotsky feared that the example might be infectious. After the 
defeat of the 1923 Opposition several of its adherents—Eugene 
Bosch, a l(‘gendary heroine of the civil w\Tr in the Ukraine, 
Lutovinov, a prominent trade unionist and veteran of the 
Workers’ Opposition, and Glazman, one of Trotsky’s secre¬ 
taries—took th(‘ir lives. Now, when the Opposition was under 
an incomparably more brutal attack and saw^ no clear road 
ahead, there was even more gi ound for an outbreak of panic. 
Only after Yofl'e’s letter had been circulated in Opposition 
groups did the sense he had int(Mided to give to his suicide be¬ 
come better knowTi; and the deed came to be seen as an act of 
faith rather than of despair.* 

On 19 November a long procession, headed by Trotsky, 
Rakovsky, and Ivan Smirnov, followed Yoffe’s coffin through 
the streets and squares of xMoscow to the cemetery^ of the 
Novodevichyi Monastery on the outskirts. It was the early after¬ 
noon of an ordinary working day—the authorities had arranged 
the funeral at this time in order to make it inconspicuous; but 
many thousands of people joined in the cortege and marched 
singing mournful tunes and revolutionary hymns. Representa¬ 
tives of the Central Committee and of the Commissariat ibr 
Foreign Affairs mingled ^vith the Oppositionists—anxious to 
hush up the scandal, they had come to pay official homage to 
th(*ir dead ach*ersaiy. When the cortege reached the Monasteiy 
—w here Peter the Great once held his sister Sophia behind bars, 
and ordered several hundreds of her adherents to be slain under 
the window of her cell—police and G.P.U. tried to stop the 
procession outside the cemetery. The cnnvd forced its way into 
the alleys and gathered around the open grave. It received with 
an angry murmur an official spokesman who rose to make an 
oration. Then Trotsky and Rakovsky spoke. ‘Yofle left us’, 
Trotsky said, ‘not b<*cause he did not wish to fight, but because 
he lacked the physical strength for fighting. He feared to be- 

* From the text which was circulated Trotsky omitted, as Yofle had authorized 
him to do, those passages which expressed a certain pessimism about the imme¬ 
diate prospects of the Opposition. 
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conic a burden on those engaged in the siruggle. His lile, not his 
suicide, should ser\e as a model to thos(' who aic left behind. 
The struggle goes on. Everyone remains at his posl. Let nobod) 
leave.’ 

This gathering at a cemcter>' haunted by Russia’s fearful past 
was the Opposition's last public meeting and demonstration. 
This was also Trotsky's last public appearance—and this his 
cry for courage resounding amid graves his last public sp(*ech - 
in Russia.^ 


‘Everyone remains at his post! Let nobody leave!’- -how 
often had not these words appean^d in Trotsky’s Orders of the 
Day at the worst moments of the civil war; and how many times 
had they not led back into battle routed and disheartened 
divisions, making them fight till victory! Now, however, the 
words had lost their power. Zinovi(‘v, Kamenev, and their 
followers were already ‘heaving their posts’ and casting round 
in desj^eration for an avenue of retreat. On the eve ol‘ Yofle's 
funeral Moscow was already astir with rumours about their sur¬ 
render to Stalin. In a note, dated 18 November, Trotsky dis¬ 
missed the rumours, declaring that Stalin had put them out in 
order to confound the Opposition. Once again Trotsky main¬ 
tained that repn!Ssion worked in the Opposition’s favour; and 
he warned his adherents that they must continue to considtT 
themselves as belonging to the party, and that even expulsion and 
imprisonment would not justify them in forming another party. 
But if the Opposition accepted expulsion, Zinoviev and Kame¬ 
nev replied, it would inevitably, even against its will, constitute 
itself into another party. They were therefore obliged to do their 
utmost in order to obtain an annulment of the expulsion. ‘Lev 
Davidovich,’ they said, ‘the time has come when we must have 
the courage to surrender.’ ‘If this kind of courage, the courage 

* The sjjcech as well as an obituary on YofTe are in The Archives. L. Fischer, who 
witnessed the scene, writes that after the ceremonies ‘everybody crowtled towards 
Trotsky to gix’c him an ovation. Appeals were made to the people to go home. They 
stayed, and 'J rotsky for a long time could not get out of the cemetery. Finally 
young men linked ellx)ws and formed two human chains facing one another with 
a narrow curridcir in between through which Trotsky could pass to the exit.’ But 
the crowd surged into that corridor and meantime Trotsky waited alone in a shed 
on the cemetery; ‘... he never stood still. He walked like a pacing tiger.... I was 
nearby and had the definite impression that he feared assassination.’ L. Fischer, 
op. cit., p. 94. 
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U) surimdcr, wci(* all that was needed,’ Trotsky rejoined, ‘the 
revolution should have been victorious by now the world over.’* 
'riiey still agreed, however, to address a joint statement to the 
congress which was now convened for the beginning of Decem¬ 
ber. In that stat(‘ment, signed by 121 Oppositionists, they de¬ 
clared that lh(‘y could not renounce their views, but that they 
recogniz(‘d that the schism, leading to a struggle between two 
piirties, was ‘the gravest menace to l-enin’s cause’; that the 
Opposition bore its share of responsibility, but not the major 
one, for what had happened; that the forms of inner-party con¬ 
tention must change; and that the Opposition, ready to disband 
its organization once again, appealed to the congress to reinstate 
the expelled and imprisoned Oppositionists. 

It was clear that the congress would rej(‘Ct this appeal out of 
hand and that it would not agree to annul the expulsions. At 
this point the Joint Opposition was bound to dissolve and each 
of its two constituent groups to take its own road. 

The congress was in session for three wrecks; and it was wholly 
preoccupied with the schism. The Opposition had not a single 
delegate with voting rights. Trotsky did not attend; he had not 
even asked to be admitted in order to make a personal appeal 
against his expulsion. Unanimously the congress declared that 
expression of the Opposition’s views was incompatible with 
membership in the party. Rakovsky tried to plead the Opposi¬ 
tion’s case; but he was driven from the rostrum. Then the 
assembly listened with amused astonishment to Kamenev as he 
gave a pathetic description of the Opposition’s plight. He and 
his comrades, he said, were in this dilemma: either they must 
constitute themselves a second party—but this would be 
‘ruinous for the revolution’ and would lead to ‘political de¬ 
generation’; or else they must, ‘after a fierce and stubborn 
struggle’, declare their ‘complete and thorough surrender to the 
j)arty’. They had chosen surrender—they agreed, that is, to re¬ 
frain from expressing any views critical of the official policy— 
because they were ‘deeply convinced that the triumph of the 
correct Leninist policy could be secured only within and 
through our party, not outside it and despite of it’. They were 
therefore ready to submit to all decisions of the congress and to 
‘carry them out, no matter how hard they might be’.^ 

‘ Serge, Le Toumant obscur, p. 149. * 75 Sjfezd VKP (b), pp. 245-G. 
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Having placed himself and his comrades at the mercy of tlir 
congress and going down on his knees, Kamenev then tried in 
slop half-way. The Oppositionists who capitulated, he said, 
acted as Bolsheviks; but they would not act as Bolsheviks if they 
were also to renounce their views. Never before had anyone in 
the party been asked to do this, he asserled, forgetting that h(‘ 
and Zinoviev had demanded it of Trotsky in 1924. "If wc should 
disclaim the views which advocated a week or a fen tnight 
ago, this would be hypocrisy on our part and you \vould not 
believe us.’ He made another desperate attempt to save the 
capitulators’ dignity: he pleaded for the release of the im¬ 
prisoned Trotskyists: ‘A situation in which people like Mracli- 
kovsky are imprisoned while w'c are free is intolerable. We have 
been fighting together with those comrad(‘S. We an* responsible 
for all their deeds.’ He therefore implored the congress to give 
all Oppositionists the chance to undo what had happened. ‘We 
beg you, if you wish this assembly to go down in histoiy ... as 
a congress of conciliation: give us a helping hand.’^ 

A week later the disintegration of the Joint Opposition was 
complete. On 10 December Zinovievists and Trotskyists sepa¬ 
rated and spok(* in different voices. On behalf of the former, 
Kamenev, Bakaev, and Evdokimov announced their final 
acceptance of all decisions taken by the congress. On the same 
day Rakovsky, Radck, and Muralov declared that although they 
agreed with the Zinovievists about the ‘absolute necessity’ to 
maintain the single-party system, they nevertheless refused to 
submit to the decisions of the congnrss. ‘For us to refrain from 
advocatingour views within the party w ould amount to a renun¬ 
ciation of those views’; and in agreeing to this ‘we would fail in our 
most elementary duty towards the party and the working class’,- 

Zinoviev and his followers had in effect repeated what 
Trotsky had said in 1924—that the party w^as the only force 
capable of‘securing the conquests of October’, the ‘only instru¬ 
ment of historic progress’, and that ‘no one could be right 
against it’. It w as this belief that led them to surrender. Trotsky 
and his adherents, on the other hand, were now convinced that 
they were ‘right as against the party’; yet they resolved to fight 
on, thinking that they were fighting not against the party but 
for it—to save it from itself or rather from its bureaucracy. Both 
» 75 Sj'ezd VKP (b), p. 248. * Ibid., pp. 1286- 7. 
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'IVotsky iuicl Zinoviev tried in fact to square llie .sanie (ircle, 
only that ciu h nl(eTript<’(l to do it in a different way. The 
Zinovi(‘visls hojx'd that by remaining witbiji the party they 
might be able, eireumstanees permitting, to 'regenerate* it; the 
'Trotskyists were eonviiieed that this could Ix' done only liom 
without. Botli rep<‘aled in the same words that any attemt)t to 
set up another party would be disastrous to tin* revolution; and 
botli thereby implicitly admitted that the working class was, in 
their view, politically immature, that it could not lx* n*lied upon 
to suj)[)ort twf) (lommnnist parties, that as yet it was ihercTore 
futile to appeal to the workers against the party bureaucracy, 
which, despite all its Ihuits and vices, still acted as guardian ol* 
the proletarian interest, as trustee r)f the revolution and agent 
of socialism. If they liad not thought so, th(‘ horror witli which 
both Trotsky and Zinoviev spoke about 'anothei* {)arty' would 
lia\ (* been inexplicable and ridiculous. In that case they should 
Jiavt', on the contrary, considered it tlicir duty to set up another 
|.)arly. Kccognizing their adversaries, if only ini])licitly and with 
grave ix'servalions, as the guardians and trustees ol' the prole¬ 
tarian dictatorship, and being in conllict with them, the 
Oppositionists were caught in a contradiction. Zinoviev in 
his conscience sought to rc‘Solvc the contradiction by accepting 
the dictates of the ruling factions. IVotsky, convinced that the 
ruling factions could not remain the guardians of die rc\'olution 
lor long, obeyed the dictates of his conscience which told him 
lliat nothing could be gained by sell-remmciation. 

While around him the Joint Opposition crumbled, expulsions 
multiplied and thousands of Oppositionists cafiiiulated, Trotsky 
remained undaunted and coiilcmptuous of the ‘dead souls’ - 
Zinoviev and Kamenev—predicting that they would be dri\*cn 
Irom surrendi'r to surrender and from disgrace to disgrace, each 
worse llian tlie other. Hic ruling factions tvcrc now in a rage of 
triumph. They were all the more boisterous because they had 
not been sure up to the last moment wlu ther Stalin w^ould in¬ 
deed be able to mana-uvre the Opposition into surrender. No 
sooner had Zinoviev and Kamenev announced their capitula¬ 
tion than the ruling factions declared that they did not accept 
it, and that the capitulators must fully repudiate their ideas 
and recant. At first Zinoviev and Kamenev had been given to 
understand that they would be reinstated if they agreed merely 
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to refrain from voicing their views. Now^ that they luid agreed 
to this, they \v(Mt told that their silence would be an insult and 
a challenge to the party. ‘Comrades’, Kalinin said at the con¬ 
gress, ‘what will the wwking class think . . . of people who de¬ 
clare that they will not advocate views which they still hold to 
be correct? . . . this is either deliberate deception . . . or these 
Oppositionists have become Philistines, keeping their views to 
themselves and not defending them.’* The ruling factions feared, 
in truth, that if they accepted Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s first 
surrender, they w^ould compromise themselves. What sort of a 
party is it, people would wonder, that allow^s its members to 
hold certain view’s but not to express them? The victors could 
not stop half-way. To hold the ground they had just gained, 
they had to gain more and drive their defeaterd opponents (a’cn 
farther. Having forbidden them to express heresy, the congress 
had to forbid them to profess it cv(‘n by silence. Having de¬ 
prived them of their voice, it had to rob them of their thought; 
and it had to give them back a voice so that they should use it 
to abjure their ideas. 

Another w'cek was filled with haggling over terms, a week 
during w’hich the Zinovievists strained and struggl(‘d in the 
trap. They could not go back on their first capitulation; and in 
order to save its sense and to achic\’e what they had hoped to 
achieve through it, they stumbled into another capitulation. 
On 18 December Zinoviev and Kamenev returned and knocked 
at the doors of the congress to say that they condemned their 
ow’n views as ‘wrong and anti-Leninist’. Bukharin, it is related, 
received them with these w’ords: ‘You have done w’cll to make 
up your mind—this was the last minute—the iron curtain of 
history is just coming down’—the iron curtain which, we may 
add, was to crush Bukharin as well. Bukharin was undoubtedly 
relieved to see Zinoviev and Kamenev return and submit, for 
he, like some other members of the ruling factions, had won¬ 
dered anxiously what would happen if Zinoviev and Kamenev 
refused to recant and rejoined Trotsky. Even Ordjonikidze, who 
on behalf of the Central Control Commission presented the 
report and moved the motion for expulsion, showed his un¬ 
easiness when he said that the repressive measures hit men ‘who 
have brought a good deal of benefit to our party and have 

‘ Ibid., p. 1311 . 
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Ibughl in our ranks for many years’. But Stalin and the 
majority, drunk with jubilation, went on to kick the prostrated, 
'fhey refused I0 reinstate them even after the nx:antation. By a 
strange quirk it was Rykov, one day to share Zinoviev’s and 
Kamenev’s fate, w'ho went out to see them as they waited at th(‘ 
door and to slam the door on them. He told them that they W(T(' 
not readmitted into the party; that they were to remain on pro¬ 
bation for at least six months; and that only aftciTvards would 
the Central Committee decide whether to reinstate them. 

Th(‘ (h'fec tion of the Zinovievists left Trotsky and his ad¬ 
herents isolated. It soothed the none too sensitive consciences of 
many Stalinists and Bukharinists who saw in it the final vindica¬ 
tion of Stalin’s action. Surely Trotsky must be absolutely in the 
wrong, th(‘y reflected, if even his erstwhile allies turned their 
backs on him. The party and the nation had their eyes glued to 
the congress and the astounding spectacle oi‘ capitulation en¬ 
acted there; they were not gn'atly concerned w-ith that section 
of the Opposition which was not involved in the spectacle. The 
Trotskyists themselves wt're stunned. They wen^ overcome' by a 
sense oi' the finality of their break with the party. TIk'v viewed 
with incredulity the gulf which had opened between themselves 
and the Zinovievists. They wondered w^hether they thems('lves 
had not acted foolhardily: should they have conducted their 
semi-clandestine propaganda? should they have ‘'appealed to 
the masses’ on 7 November? should they have precipitated the 
schism? Such qualms induced them to receive the verdicts of 
(’xpulsion w'ith unending and exalted declarations of their un¬ 
diminished fidelity to the party. A few went in the footsteps of 
the Zinovievists; others wavered. The majority remained deter¬ 
mined to fight on and face persecution. Yet no one knew^ who 
was and w^ho was not a ‘capitulator’. Immediately after the 
congress 1,500 Oppositionists were expelled and 2,500 signed 
statements of recantation.^ But among those who signed a few 
withdrew, when tlu'y saw' that one act of surrender entailed 
another; and among those who liad refused to sign some 
weakened in their resolve when they were subjected to further in¬ 
timidation, temptation, and persuasion. Those of one set viewed 
those of another as blacklegs or traitors. As it was not known 
* Popov, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 327. 
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where one set ended and the other began, confusion and suspicion 
spread all through the whole of the formc^r Joint Opposition. 

Trotsky, seeing the futility of Zinoviev’s surrender, was eon- 
finn('d in his coin iction that he had chosen the riglil road. He 
worked feverishly to impart his beliel'lo his dislu*arteni‘d I’ollow- 
ers. He told th('in that no pnid(Tiee nr procrastination would 
have helped them, because Stalin would in any case have found 
the excuses needed for driving them out. What niatlered was 
to rally those who stood fast, to draw a sharp line oi*di\ isimi Ix - 
tween them atid the reiK'gades, to avoid ambiguous aiiitiKh s, 
and to make the causes of the breat h clear for contemporaries 
and posterity alike. Moreover, tlu* Opposition could no longer 
work as it had worked hitherto -it must ‘go uuderground' ii»r 
good, find new (onus of contacts lK*twcen its groujrs and iiew 
methods of W'jrk, and (siablLsh links with its eo-thinkers al:)r(Ki(i. 

\^’ry little time was left for all this. Kven befori* tin* yc-ar was 
out Stalin arranged to deport the Oppositionists, Yvi th(‘ iv- 
morseless master of tlie bloody purges to come w as still curiously 
concerned with liis alibi and with a])pearaii( t s. He w ished tn 
avoid the scandal of an inidisguised and Ibrcible dt‘].)ortati()n and 
he tried so to stage the banishment of his ent inies liiat it should 
look like a voluntary departure. Through the Central Com¬ 
mittee he. offered the. leading 'IVotskN ists niinf)r adminislraiivt* 
posts in the far corners of the immense country: Trotsky himself 
w'as to leave of his ‘own free w ill’ for .Astrakhan, on the Caspian 
Sea. Early in January 1928 Rakovsky and Radek, delegated by 
the Opposition, and Ordjonikidze were engaged in fantaslit: 
bargaining over these proposals. Radek and Rakowsky pro¬ 
tested against Trotsky’s assignment to Astrakhan, saying that his 
health, sapped by malaria, would not stand tint vaporous and 
hot climate of the Caspian port. The game w^as cut short when 
Trotsky and his Iriends declared that tliey were ready to accept 
any provincial appointments provided that these w'erc no men* 
excuses for deportation, that tiir Opposition’s consent w'as ob¬ 
tained for ev(Ty appointment, and that tlu* assignments were 
fixed w'ith an eye to the health and safety of those concerned and 
of their families.' 

* An arroimt of lh<* ‘nrgotiaf ions’ is given in a letter wrillen by Trotsky himsell' 
<»r by one of his friends lo the Central Control Commission and the Politliiireau in 
the first days of 1928. The Archives, 
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On 3 January, while the bargaining was still on, the G.P.U. 
summoned Trotsky to appear before it. He ignored the sum¬ 
mons. The farce then came to an end; and a few days later, 
on the I2th, the G.P.U. informed Trotsky that under article 58 
of the criminal c(Kle, i.e. under the charge of counter-nvolution- 
ary actixily, lu* would be deported to Alma Ata, in Turkestan, 
near the Uhinese f rontier. 'Fhe date of the deportation was set 
for IG January. 

Two \\ riiers, one a complete outsider, the other a Trotskyist, 
ha\ e given tluar impression of 'Protsky during his last days in 
Moscow. Paul Scheffer, correspondent of the Berliner Tageblatt^ 
interviewed liim on if, January. At a 'superficial glance’ he 
cf)ul(l s(*e nothing indicating that a police watch was kept over 
TrtMsky. (It may l)e assumed that the eye of the German 
journalist was not v<‘ry skilled in delecting such indications.) He 
noticed (‘xcitemeiit at Trotsky’s home, the: comings, goings, and 
leave-takings of men who wen* all about to be exiled, and the 
packing off for a long journey. ‘In all corridors and passages 
there were piles of books, and once again books—the nourish- 
inenl of rexolutionaries, as ox blood used to be the nourishment 
ol‘ the Spartans.' Against this background he describes the man 
himself, 'soinew^hat less than middle-size, with a very delicate 
skin, a yellowish complexion, and blue, not large eyes, xvhich at 
times can be \ci'y fi iendly'^, and at tim(*s an* full of flashes and 
very powerful.’ A large animated face ‘reflecting both strength 
and loftiness of mind', and a mouih strikingly small in propor¬ 
tion to the face. A delicate, soft, feminine hand. ‘This man, who 
has improvised armies and filled primitive workers and peasants 
with his own ('iithusiasin, lifting them high above their under¬ 
standing ... is at first shy% slightly embarrassed . . . that is per¬ 
haps xvhy he is so captivating.’ 

Throughout the conversation Trotsky, though courteous, was 
on his guard, content to express himself pro foro externo^ but ex¬ 
tremely reticent vis-a-vis the bourgeois journalist about domestic 
issues. Not a single mention of his adversaries, no complaint, no 
polemics. Only once did the talk skirt inner-party affairs, w^hen 
the interviewer n-marked that Lloyd George had prophesied 
‘a Napoleonic future for Trotsky’. This was the nearest that 
Scheffer came to alluding to the deportation, to Trotsky’s plans 
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for the future, and so on. Trotsky, however, seized a different facet 
of the comparison: Tt is a strange idea’, he answered somewhat 
amused, ‘that I should be the man to put an end to a revolution. 
This is not the first of Lloyd George's blunders.’ Gharacler- 
istically, the comparison with Napoleon brought to Trotsky’s 
mind not the obvious and superficial parallel between their per¬ 
sonal fortunes as exiles, but the political idea, so abhorrent to 
him, of Bonapartism, the successor to Thermidor. With him the 
general problem took precedence over the personal. (‘One is 
constantly reminded’, Scheffer remarks, ‘that this man is first 
and foremost a fighter.’) He spoke mainly about the decay of 
capitalism and the prospects of revolution in Europe, prospects 
with which as always he linked the future of Bolshevik Russia. 
‘Trotsky’s talk quickly loses its conversational tone, becomes 
oratorical, and soars high’, and he illustrates the ups and downs 
of the curve of world revolution with ‘beautifully melodious 
gestures’. The argument was interrupted by a comrade due to go 
into exile this very evening—he had come to ask wlu^tlu'r then* 
was anything he could still do fbrTrotsky. ‘Trotsky’s face, with the 
small upturned moustache, folds itself into many gay wrinkles: 
“You arc going for a journey tonight, aren’t you?” The man of 

controversy and irony will miss no opportunity_The humour 

of the unshaken man is undimmed.’ At the parting he invited 
Scheffer to come and visit him at Alma Ata.' 

Unlike Scheffer, Serge described Trotsky’s surroundings as 
‘watched day and night by comrades who were themselves 
watched by stool-pigeons’. In the street G.P.U. men on motor¬ 
cycles noted every car coming and going. 

I went up by the back stairs. . . . He whom among ourselves we 
called with affectionate respect The Old Man, as we used to call 
Lenin, worked in a small room facing the courtyard and furnished 
only with a field bed and a table.... Dressed in a well-worn jacket, 
active and majestic, his high crop ofhair almost white, his complexion 
sickly, he displayed in this cage a stubborn energy. In the next room 
messages which he had just dictated were being t) ped out. In the 
dining room comrades arriving from cvcr>^ corner of* the country 
were received—he talked with them hurriedly between telephone 
calls. All might be arrested any moment what next? Nobody 


’ Paul Scheffer, Sieben Jahre Sowjet Union, pp. 158-G1. 
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knew . . . blit all were in a hurry to benefit from these last hours, for 
surely they were the last. . . .* 

The day of 16 January, taken up by conferences, instructions, 
further leave-takings, and last preparations for the journey, 
passed as if in a fever. Tlu' hour of departure was fixed for 
10 p.m. In the evening the whole family, exhausted and tensc!, 
sat wjiiting lor the G.P.lI. agents to appear. The appointed tinu' 
had passed, but they did not come. The family was lost in 
guesses until the G.P.U. informed Trotsky by telephone, with¬ 
out ollering any explanation, that his departure was postponed 
by two days. Further gui'sses, interrupted by the arrival of' 
Rakovsky and other friends, all gn^atly excited. Tlury had come 
from the station where thousands had gathered to give Trotsky 
a larewell. Then* was a stormy demonstration at the train by 
which he was expected to travel. Many lay down on the tracks 
and swore not to allow the train to leave. The police tried to 
remove them and to disperse the crowd; but the powers that 
be, seeing what turn the demonstration had taken, ordered the 
deportation to be postponc*d. The Opposition congratulated 
itself on the effect and jilanned to repeat the manifestation in 
two days’ time. The G.P.U., however, decided to catch the 
Opposition l)y surprise and to abduct its leader surreptitiously. 
The plan was to take him to another station; to bring him to a 
little stop outside Moscow, and only there to put him on the 
Central Asian train. They had told him to be ready to depart 
on 18 January^; but already on the 17th they called to appre¬ 
hend him. Curiously, his followers failed to keep watch at his 
liome; and so when the G.P.U. men arrived, they found on the 
spot only Trotsky and his wife, their two sons, and two women, 
one of whom was Yoffe’s widow.^ 

A scene of rare tragi-comedy followed. Trotsky locked him¬ 
self up and refused to let the G.P.U. in. This w-as a token of 
passive resistance, with w'hich in the old days he had invariably 
met any police trying to lay hands on him. Through the locked 
door the prisoner and the officer in charge conducted a parley, 
finally, the officer ordered his men to smash the door; and 
they broke into the room. By a weird freak the officer who had 
come to arrest Trotsky had served on Trotsky’s militaiy train 


* V. Srrgr, Le lournant obsntt\ p. 155. 
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during tlic civil war, as one of the body-guards. J'ace to face 
with his former cJiief, lie lost countenance, broke down, and 
miutcred dislraught: ‘Shoot me, coiiirade Irotsky, shoot me. 
Trotsky did liis best to comfort Jiis jaili r ttrid even urged and 
persuaded him to c.irry out orders. Then he resumed tJic jiosture 
of dtsobedienei- and refused to dress. Tlte armed nuTi took off 
his slippers, dressed liiiii, and, as he declined to walk out, car¬ 
ried him clown the staircase, amid the shouts and the booing 
of Trotsks's family and of Yolfe’s widow, wiio followed them. 
Tliere were no other witnesses, ajjart from a ii'w neighbours, 
high officials and their wives, who, startled by the commotion, 
Ijccped out and quickly hid their frightened faces. 

The deportee and his family were bundled into a police car 
which then, in broad daylight, rushed through the streets of 
Moscow carrying .away unnoticed the leader of tlu' October 
Revolution and the founder of the Red .Xmiy. At the Kazan 
station— it w.as then; tlutt the escort took him- he refused to 
walk to the train; and armed men dragged him to ;i solitary 
carriage waiting fi.ir him at a shunting yard, 'i’iie station was 
coidoned offancl emptied of passengers, only a ii-w busy railway 
men moved around. Behind the e.scort there l(>llowed the de¬ 
portee’s fatnily. His younger son, .Sergei, e.xchanged blows with 
a G.P.U. man, and the elder, Lyova, tried to arouse the railway 
workers: ‘Look, comrades’, he shouted, ‘look how they are 
carrying off comrade Trotsky.’ I’he workers sttircd with dry 
eyes—not a cry or eveji a murmur of protest came from them. 

Nearly thirty years had passed from the moment when the 
young Trotsky saw the towers anti t he walls of Moscow for the 
first time. He was then being transported from a jail in Odt'ssa 
to a place of exile in Siberia; and it wms from behind the bars 
of a pri.son van that hi‘ had his first glimpse of the ‘village of the 
Tsars’, the future ‘capital of the Gommuni.st International’. It 
was from behind such bars also that he now had his last glimpse 
of Moscow, for he was never to return to the city of his triumphs 
and defeats. He entered it a persecuted revolutionary; and so 
he left it. 
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A Year at Alma Ata 


A i a (lest l ied litile sli'iion, alxmi 50 kiloinetres iroiii Moscow, 
/\ ihc siii!L;lc! railway <:arriap:e in whicli 'rrolsky and his family 
xJL had i)ccn iakcri away from tli(‘ caj^iial sioppc'd; and it was 
liitc lied to a train bound for central Asia. Sergei, anxious to eon- 
tiniie his arademie cmrirulurn, alighted and returned to Mos- 
eow. Sedo\a, ill with fever, and Lyova aeconiiianied 'frotskN into 
exile. .\ guard of'abfuit a dozen men escortc'd them. From the 
rorrichu* through a half-open door the guardsnu n kept watch on 
tlie prisoner and his wife slumpeal on the ^vooden benches inside 
a dark cornpartmem dimly lit by a candle. J’hc officer who had 
eoinc! to arrc'st 'JVotsky was still in command; his presence on 
(his traiti was a grotesque* r(*mincler of* that other and famous 
train, the Pirr/mrojivi's^ field IieadcjuartcTS, on which he had 
sc'rved as IVot^iky's liody-guard. ‘We were tired out’, Sedova 
recalls, ‘by the surprise s, uncertainties, and tension of these last 
days; and w-e were resting.’ As he lay in the dark or w\alch(*d 
the endless while plain through which the train moved casl- 
w\ards, rrolsky began to adjust his mind to his new circum¬ 
stances. 'rh(*re he was, wrenched from the world with its tumult 
and fascinatiem, cut oiffrom his work and struggle, and isolated 
from adherents and friends. What was to follow now? And what 
was he* to do? He bestirred himself to enter a few^ notes in his 
diary or to draft a protest; but he found - and lliis was sonic*- 
thing of a minor shock—that he had set out ‘w'iiliout w'riting 
utensils’—this had never hajipened to him before, not even 
during his perilous flight from the Far North in 1907. All ^vas 
full of hazard now"—he did not even know- whether it was still 
to Alma Ata that he ^vas being dcqiortcd. Insecurity roused his 
defiant and contrary temper. He remarkc'd to his w'ife that it 
w’as at least a consolation to know that he would not die a 
Philistine’s death in a comfortable Kremlin bed. 

On the next day the train stopped at Samara; and Trotsky 

* IVcsidrnl of the Rc\'olutionaiy Mililiiry Council. 
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lelegraphed a protest to Kalinin and Menzhinsky saying that 
never during his long revolutionary career had any capitalist 
police treated him with such trickery and mendacity as the 
G.P.U. who had kidnapped him without telling him where they 
were taking him and made him travel without a change of linen 
and elementary amenities and without medicine for his sick 
wife.’ The men of the escort were considerate and even friendly, 
how’cx'cr, as had been the Tsarist soldiers who had escorted hint 
in 1907, as the convicted leader of the Petersburg Soviet. On the 
way they bought linen, towels, soap, &c., for the family; and 
they brought meals from railway stations. Their prisoner still 
inspired them tvith the awe with which a Grand Duke, deported 
under the old regime, might have inspired liis guards: there was, 
after all, no knowing whether he might not be back in pow'cr 
soon. And so \vh(m the train arrived in Turkestan, the com¬ 
mander of the escort asked his prisoner to give him a certificate 
of good behaviour.- On the way Sermuks and Posnan.sky, 
Trotsky’s tt\ o devoted secretaries, had joined the train, hoping 
to outwit the G.P.U. Such incidents broke up the monotony of 
the journey. 

At Pishpek-Frunze'’ the railway journey came to an end. The 
stretch of road from there to Alma Ata, about 250 kilometres, 
had to be traversed by bus, lorry, sleigh, and on foot, across ice- 
covered and wind-swept mountain and through deep snow-drifts, 
with a night stop in an abandoned hut in the desert. .\t last, 
after a week’s journey, on 25 January at 3 a.ni., the party 
reached Alma Ata. The deportee and his family were put up at 
an inn called ‘The Seven Rivers’ in Gogol Street. The inn ‘dated 
from Gogol’s time’; and the spirit of the great satirist hovering 
over it seems to have suggested to Trotsky many of his observa¬ 
tions on Alma Ata and the style of the frequent protests which 
he was to send from there to Moscow. 

Towards the end of the ig2o’s Alma Ata was still a little town 
wholly Oriental in character. Although famous for gorgeous 
orchards and gardens, it w-as a slummy and slcejiy Kirghiz 
backwater barely touched by civilization, and exposed to earth¬ 
quakes, floods, icy blizzards and scorching heat waves. The 

* Tiu Archivt^, * The U'xt of the ctTiificatc iljiil. 

^ The lowii Pishpek had just been renamed in honour of Frunze, Trotsky's 
successor as Commissar of War. 
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lirat wavrs brougl)! dense dust-doncls, malaria, and plagues of 
vermin. The town Avas to be developed as the administrative 
centre of Kazakhstan, but the republican administration was 
only begining to form itself; in the meantime ofiicials requisi¬ 
tioned all available accommodation, and the local slums were 
more than usually overcrowded. ‘In the bazaar at the centre of 
the town the Kirghizes sat in the mud at the doorsteps of their 
shops, warmed themselves in the sun, and searched their bodies 
lor lice.’* Leprosy was not unknown; and during the summer 
oflVotsky’s stay animals were struck by pestilence, and howling 
mad dogs swarmed in the streets. 

In the same year life at Alma Ata was made even more 
miserabh* by continuous scarcity of bread. Within the first few- 
months of Trotsky’s arrival the price of bread trebled. Long 
queues w’aited outside the iWv bakers’ shops. Foodstuffs other 
than bread wxt'c even scarcer, llierc was no regular transport. 
Mail was erratic; the local Soviet tried to regularize it w'ith the 
help ol‘ private contractors. The gloom of the place and thi* 
helplessness and fecble-mindcdness of the local caciques arc w'cll 
illustrated by this extract from Trotsky’s correspondence: ‘The 
other day the local newspaper wTOte: “In town rumours arc 
functioning to the effect that there is going to be no bread, whereas 
there are numerous carls coming with loads of bread.” The 
carts are really coming, as they say; but in the meantime the 
rumours are functioning, malaria is functioning, but bread is 
not functioning.’ 

Here then Trotsky was to stay. Stalin was eager to keep him 
as far from Moscow as possible and to reduce him to his own 
resources. Irotsky’s two secretaries were arrested, one en route 
Irom Moscow, the other at Alma Ata, and deported elsew^here. 
For the moment, however, Stalin appeared to have no further 
designs on his enemy; and the G.P.U. still treated Trotsky with 
consideration that would have been unthinkable later. It took 
care that his enormous library and archives, containing impor¬ 
tant state and parly documents, should reach him—a lorryful 
of these presently arrived at Alma Ata. Trotsky protested to 
Kalinin, Ordjonikidze, and Menzhinsky against the conditions 
in which he was placed, demanding better accommodation, the 
right to go on hunting trips, and even to have his pet dog sent to 
* Moya vol. ii, p. 296. 
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him from Moscow. He complainecl that he was kej)t at tlie iiin 
at Gogol Street only to suit the G.P.U.'s convenience and that 
his banishment was virtual imprisonment. ‘You could just as 
well have jailed me in Moscow tliere was no need to dej;ort 
me Tour thousand versts away.’* 'I'he piotest was eflective. 'I hree 
weeks after his arrival he was given a four-roomed flat in th(‘ 
centre of the towm, at 75 Krasin Street—the street w as so narnt'd 
after his deceased friend. He was allowed to go on hunting trips. 
He showered further sarcastic telegrams on Moscow, making 
demands, some serious, others trivial, and mixing little cjiiarrels 
with great controversy. ‘Maya, my darling [Maya was his pet 
dog]’, he wrote to a friend, ‘dots not even suspect that she is 
now at the centre of a great political struggle.’ He refused, as 
it were, to consider himself a captivt^; and his i;)ersecutors made 
a show of leniency. 

He appeared almost relaxed after so many years of ceaseless 
toil and tension. Thus, unexpectedly and oddly, there was a 
rjuasi-idyllic flavour about the first few montlis of his stay at 
Alma Ata. Steppt* and mountain, ri\'( r and lake lured him as 
never since his childhood. He relished hunting; and in his volu¬ 
minous correspondence political argument and adviet: are oflen 
interspersed with poetic descriptions of landscape and luirnor- 
OLis reports on hunting \*(‘nturcs. He was at first refused permis¬ 
sion to go out of Alma Ata. Then lie was allowed to go hunting 
but no fkrther than twenty-live versts away. He telegrajflicd to 
Menzhinsky that h(.‘ would disregard the restriction because 
there were: no suitabk* hunting grounds wilhin tluat distance 
and he was not going to be bothered wdth small game -he ynust 
be allowed to go at least seventy versts aw\ay; and let Moscow 
inform the local G.P.U. about this so as to avoid trouble. He 
went; and there was no trouble. I’htai he prot(*st(rd to the child' 
of the local G.P.U. against being pursued rudely and con¬ 
spicuously by sleuths and declared that because ol'this he would 
‘go on strike’ and cease to hunt- - unl(\ss this form of polic(' 
supcr\dsion was prescribed directly by Moscow', in w'hich cast* 
he understood the position of the local G.P.U. and waived his 
objections. The supervision became milder and less conspicuous. 

He had begun to hunt soon after his arrival and went on as 
long as the spring migration of beasts along the river Hi lasted. 

* From a protest sent out early in February. T}u Archives. 



A YEAR AT ALMA ATA 399 

Some of ihc trips look as iiiany as ten days and were stnmuous 
and refreshinej. In letters to iriends lie proudly describe d his 
hunting' triumphs. At first he spent nights in Kirghiz mud huts 
or bug-ridden ji'6f///7e7.v, sleeping alongside* a dozeai natives on the 
floor, boiling dirty water for tea, and barely containing nausea. 
‘Next time', he announc(‘d, ‘I shall sle(‘p in the open air and 
compel all my companions to do the same.’' Next time* indeed 
- this was still before the end of March—the hunting part)' 
stayed in th(‘ open nine frosty days and nights. Crossing a riv(!r 
on horseback, Iroisky onc(‘ slipped into the water, 'fhe booty 
was not large: ‘about forty ducks in all'. True, he wTote to 
friends, bigger game could be found farther afield on the. Bal¬ 
khash Lake, evt^n snow leopards and tigers; but ‘I decided to 
make a pact of non-aggression with the tigers’. ‘I enjoyed 
enormously ... this ttanjiorary relapse into barbarity. One does 
not often have such experiences as spending nine days and nights 
in the open, without having t(.> wash, dress, and undress, eating 
venison cooked in a pail, falling from a horse into the river (this 
was the only time 1 had to undress; , and staying days and nights 
on a small log in the midst of water, stone and reed.'- The 
hunting s(*as()n over, fishing began; and then even Natalya 
Ivanovna joined in, ahhough the fishing was no townsman’s 
lazy we('k-end jilaying with tackle, for every trip was a long 
and arduous jol) with large l)oats, heavy loads, and (*laborat(‘ 
lacking about. 

.Early in June, when the heat wa\'es hit Alma Ata, the family 
moved to a dacha in the fbothills of the mountains just outside 
the town, where they had n'litc'd a reed-thatched fiirm-house 
surrounded by a large apple orchard. From the house they 
iould see the towui below and the steppe beyond on one side 
and snow'-capped mountain ranges on the other. During hca\y 
downpours the thatched roof leak('d and everyone rushed to the 
loft witli pails and jkHs and pans. In the orchard a wooden hut 
was put up- Trotsky's study and w^orkrot)m. It was soon 
crammed with books, newspapers, and manuscripts; and it 
shook w’ith the pounding of a \vell-w'orn typewriter, w hich re¬ 
sounded through the orchard. At his writing table Trotsky 
watched a shrub as it pushed through a chink in the floor and 

* The Archives. 

From a letter dated i April I9.fd (no addressee) in The Archives. 
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in no time shot up to his knees. All this underlined the 'ephe¬ 
meral character’ of the abode; but it was a relict* to have escaped 
from the town where through the dust-clouds people now chased 
and shot mad dogs in tlie street. Throughout the earlier months 
both Trotsky and Sedova had suffered from malaria and lived 
on a ‘ciuinine diet’; now the attacks of fever had almost ceased.' 

The deportee had to earn a living. True, he received an 
otlicial allowance but this was a mere pittance, and, although 
the household was small and its needs very' modest, the allow¬ 
ance was not enough to meet the rising cost of food. Gosizdaf, 
the State Publishers, had just ceased to publish Trotsky’s Works^ 
of which thirteen volumes had so far appeared. These? were 
already banished from bookshops and public libraries. IVotsky’s 
head was full of new literary projects. He thought ol* writing a 
study of revolution in Asia and assembled a sizeable collection 
of reference works on China and India. In another book he 
planned to sum up Russian and world developments since the 
October Revolution. Immediately after his arrival at Alma 
Ata he set to work on a full-scale statement of the Opposition’s 
principles which was to be addressed to the sixth congress of the 
Communist International convened for the summer. His friends, 
especially Preobrazhensky, urged him to write his memoirs. 
In April he was already at work on these, recapturing, with the 
help of old southern newspapers and maps of Nikolayev and 
Odessa, the image of his childhood and youth with which he 
was to open My Life. 

None of these writings, however, could bring him any earn¬ 
ings, for there was no chance of their being published. Yet even 
a man deported under article 58, for ‘counter-revolutionary 
activities’, could still try to earn a living as translator, sub-editor, 
and proof-reader. When it turned out that the authors whom 
Trotsky would be allowed to translate, or the translations ol* 
whose works he was to supervise, were Marx and Engels, he took 
to the job eagerly. Ryazanov, his old friend, at present Director 
of the Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow, was preparing the 
complete edition in Russian of the Works of Marx and Engels; 
and he asked Trotsky to translate Herr Vogt. In this long and 
little-known pamphlet Marx had replied to slanders thrown at 
him by Karl Vogt who, as it turned out later, w'as an agent of 
' See Trotsky’s letter to Rakovsky of 14 July. Ibid. 
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Napoleon IJ1. Reading this broadside for the first time, IVotsky 
remarked that it took Marx several hundred pages to refute 
Vogt’s charges, whereas it would take his translator ‘a whole 
encyclopaedia’ to refute Stalin’s slanders. Ryazanov then asked 
Trotsky to edit the translations and read the proofs of the other 
volumes of Marx and Engels, which he did.* 

Trotsky’s correspondence with Ryazanov shows the mod(\sty 
and conscientiousness with which Trotsky applic'd himself to the 
work: it contains detailed, almost piclantic, criticisms of the 
style of th(' translations and minute suggestiems for improve¬ 
ments. Th(‘correspoiid(‘nceisw'holly non-political andstudiously 
business-like. The,rc is no hint of any irony on Trotsky’s part 
about tlu‘ only gainful occupation now l(‘ft open to him in the 
Soviet L?nion. 'Fhe fees paid him by Ryazanov supplit^d the 
family's needs and coven'd the cost of Trotsky ’s huge correspon¬ 
dence.- 


From the moment of his arrival at Alma Ata Trotsky worked 
hard to establish contact with friends and followers scattered all 
over the country and reduced to isolation and silence. At the 
beginning this could be doiu* only by normal mail; and it Iiad to 
be done in the most primitive conditions w^hen it was sometimes 
a feat to obtain on the spot a pen, a pc^ncil, a few sheets of rough 
paper, or a few candles. Lyova became his ‘minister of foreign 
affairs and minister of p)ost and telegraphs’, body-guard, research 
assistant, secretary, and organizer of hunting trips. With his help 
a constant flow of letters and circulars began to pour out of Alma 
Ata in all directions. Twice or three times a WTck an invalid 
postman on horseback brought the mail bag bulging w’ith letters, 
press clippings, and later even with books and new^spapers from 
abroad. No doubt the censorship and the G.P.U. kept a watch¬ 
ful eye on th(‘ correspondence. Most of it was with Rakovsky^, 
who had been deported to Astrakhan, Radek, who was at 
'Fobolsk, Preobrazhensky, exiled to Uralsk, Smilga W'ho w'as at 
Narym, Beloborodov, banished as far north as Ust-Kylom in the 

* In one of his Icttei-s Trotsky mentioned that he was also translating the writings 
of Thomas Hodgkin ‘the English Utopian Scxrialist*. 

* Between April and Ortoljer 1928 Trotsky mailed 800 political letters, many 
of essay length, and 550 telegrams; and he received 1,000 letters and 700 telegrams, 
apart from private mail. 
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Komi Republic, Serebriakov, who was at Scmi-Palalinsk in 
Central Asia, Miiralov at Tara, Ivan Smirnov at Novo-Bayazct 
in Armenia, and Mrachkovsky at Voronezh. Ia^ss systematically 
Trotsky corresponded with a host of other Opjiositionists. Later 
in the year he related to Sosnovsky^ that he was in more or less 
regular contact with all the major colonies of exiles in Siberia 
and Soviet Asia at large, with Barnaul, Kaminsk, Minussinsk, 
Tomsk, Kolpashcvo, Yenisseisk, Novosibirsk, Kansk, Achinsk, 
Aktiubinsk, Tashkent, Samarkand, &c. With colonics in Euro¬ 
pean Russia he communicated through Rakovskv, who from 
Astrakhan was in charge of Opposition centnrs along tin* 
southern V'olga and in the Crimea, and through Mrachkovsky, 
who from X'oronezh kept in touch with colonii's in tin* north. In 
places where there were large centres of* exiles, the corn‘spoii- 
dence and the circulars were duplicated and forwarded to minor 
colonies. Since April a secret postal ser\'ice op(‘rat(‘d between 
Alma Ata and Moscow; it deli\Tred and c:oll(*cted mail once 
every fortnight or three weeks. 

In this way the groups of exiles, constantly growing in num¬ 
bers and size, formed a community of their ow n with its own 
intense political life. Trotsky w^as the inspircr, organizer, and 
symbol of the Opposition in exile. The state of mind of tlu* 
deportees w-as anything but settled. Some were stunned by what 
had happened. Others viewed the persecution towdiieh they w-en* 
subjected as little more than a bad joke. The majority at first 
appeared to be convinced that Stalin’s triumph would not last 
and that soon events would vindicate the Opposition so that its 
adherents w^ould return from exile to be hailed for their foresight, 
courage, and dedication to Marxism and Leninism. 

As the conditions in which they found themselves, though 
painful and humiliating, were not yet crushingly oppressive, the 
Oppositionists reverted to a manner of existence w'hich had been 
familiar to them before the revolution. The. job of the political 
prisoners and exiles was to use enforced idleness in order to clear 
their thoughts, learn, and prepare for the day when they would 
once again have to shoulder the burdens of direct struggle or the 
responsibilities of government. For this kind of work tlu* con¬ 
ditions seemed propitious. In many colonics there were educated 
men, brilliant theorists, and gifted writers whom their comrades 
* Letter of 7 November in The Archives, 
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l»vn\ icl('(l with n clioirr nudiencc. Intensive cxchan,i^e of ideas 
lielped to keep up self-diseipiine and s(*ir-resj)ert. From Alma 
Ala ’^IVotsky er'^vrly followed this exchange: and encouraged it, 
quoting, in h tters to inends, Goethe’s maxim that in imellectual 
and moral malt(TS it is necessar) in order to guard wliat one 
poss(*ss(‘s to conf|uer it ever aiu^w. 'riius the colonies became 
ceiiln'S of imi)()rt:uu intellectual and liuaary-political activity. 
A])art from memoranda and ‘theses’ on current afiairs, which 
proliferated freeh', major works were undertaken. Radck began 
to writ(‘ a Jargi -scah' biograpliy and study of Lenin; Rakovsky 
worke d on a. Life of Saint Simon and on the origins of Utopian 
socialism; PreoIjra*/li(‘nsky wrot«‘ and eoinpleted Ixoks on the 
Soviet economy and mi the economy ol'nu'ditwal Lurojie; Smilga 
was Imsy on a l^ook ab'iut Bukharin and his school of tliought; 

I )ingclstecit |)r(Klueed essays on the six lal sitruciiin' of India; 
and so on. However, these intellcTinal pursuits, valuable tliough 
they were, could not give any dir<‘cv answer to the question 
w’liieh was ujijx'rniosr in the thonglits of the deportees and which 
events were alioiit to pose anew—the qiK Slion: what next? 

t'A en ill the remoteness of Siberia and Central Asia th<' shock 
«»1 a mwv social ( risis could be felt before the end of the winter, 
'flu' crisis had long lieen in tlu' making; and it had reached 
danger point as early as the autumn, just bi'lbre the di jKirtation 
ofllie Oppositionists. The state granaries wen* halfempty; hun¬ 
ger tlireatcned the urban population; and it w as not e\'en eerlain 
whcth('r the armed liirces would be supplied with provisions. 
I’he inlenninable(|maies outside the l)akers and the repealed rises 
in the price of lircad, witnesse d by Trotsky at Alma Ata, could 
he obseiA'cd all ov('r thi‘ Sovie t Union. 

Vet on the lh(‘e of it the agricultural situation was not bad. 
Almost as much land had been sown as in die best of times; 
and there had bixui a succession of three excellent harvests. But 
once again llu' ‘link’ between towm and country was broken. The 
peasants rel'used to dclivi'r broad and to sidl it at fixed prices. 
Grain collections were accompanied by riots: the official col¬ 
lectors w ere driven from the villages and returned cmpty-liandi'd 
to town. The peasantry had little or no incentive to dcliviT or 
•sell its produce w'hcn now as before it could not obtain in return 
elothing, footwear, agricultural tools, or other industrial goods. 
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Tl demanded a steep rise in the price of grain; and clamouring 
for this, it followed even more clearly than before the lead of'tin* 
wealthy I'arrners. 

At the Politbureau the Bukliarinisis and the Stalinists came to 
blows over this at the very moment when they were jointly 
expelling the Trotskyists and crushing tlur /inovievists. The 
Bukharinists wished to calm the peasantry with concessions, 
while the Stalinists were inclined, although not yet determined, 
to resort to force. In the first week of January, ten days before 
Trotsky's banishment, the Politbureau had to come to a decision 
about the further course of the grain collection; and undoubtedly 
ner\ ousness over the situation in the country caused it to speed 
up Trotsky’s banishment. On 6 January the Politbiirc'au S(*crelly' 
instructed party organizations to proce ed with greater severity 
against peasants who obstructed the grain colliTtion, to levy 
forced ‘bread loans’, to resist firmly pressure for higher food 
prices, and to keep a sharp watch on the kulaks. The instruc¬ 
tions failed to yield results; and five weeks later tin' Politbureau 
had to repeat them w'ith greater emphasis and less secrecy. 

In the middle of February Pravda soundt'd the alarm: 
kulak has raised his head!’ Finally', in April, the Central Com¬ 
mittee declared bluntly, as if it had borrowed its terms from the 
Trotskyists and Zinovievists, that the nation W'as threatened by 
a grave crisis, and that the threat had been created by the ‘growth 
of the kulaks’ economic power’ which the government’s fiscal 
policy had failed to keep in check. ‘In connexion with the further 
differentiation of the peasantry, the kulaks, their economic 
weight growing... have acquired the powT'r to exert considerable 
influence on the entire state of the market.’* Yet, the party, so 
the Central Committee said, had been and still was slack in 
curbing them. Emergency measures w'cre decreed, under which 
compulsory loans were to be levied on kulaks to reduce their 
purchasing power; grain stocks were to be requisitioned; the 
fixed bread price was to be cnforci:d; and finally, officials and 
party members inclined to treat the kulak indulgently were to 
be removed from their posts. These decisions were presented not 
as a departure from accepted policy but as ad hoc moves designed 
to deal with unexpected difficulties. The resolutions of the Cen¬ 
tral Committee contained no hint of‘wholesale collectivization’ 
' KPSS V Rezolutsjfokhf vol. ii, p. 373. 
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indeed, the idea was emphatically rejected. However, the 
manner in which the Central Committee explained the cmci- 
gcncy and its insistence on the danger from the kulak and th(! 
party’s failure to take counteraction already pointed to a funda¬ 
mental change of policy. Within tlu* Central Committee the 
Stalinists were gaining the upper hand. By obtaining powers to 
strengthen the party’s hands against th(‘ kulak Stalin had 
strengthened his own hands against the Bukharinists; he was 
fr(‘e to remove them from many posts at the lower and middh* 
rungs of* the administration and of the party machine. 

Th<r first reaction of th(- deported Trotskyists to these events 
was one of amusement, irony, even exultation. Had the predic¬ 
tions of the Ojoposition not come true? they aske d. Was Stalin 
not being forced to adopt a ‘left course', the course the Opposi¬ 
tion had ad\()cated? How could the party not realize now who 
had been right and who had been wrong in the great controversy 
of the last years? Most Oppositionists eongraiulated themselves, 
expecting c\ (ti more confidently to be called back to play their 
part in overcoming the t'mergency and steering Bolshevik policy 
in the new dircclioii. Trotsky, too, in his correspondence dwell 
on the Opposition's foresight and appeared to be in a hopeful 
mood, although he did not share the most sanguines expectations 
of his followers.' 

As llie weeks passed and the ‘left course’ developed, while 
nothing changed in the oihcial attitude towards the Opposition, 
the self-eongratnlatory mood in the colonies gave place to un¬ 
easiness and heart-searching. The turn that events had taken 
appeared to call into question some of the Opposition's major 
assumptions and predictions, c.spccially its appraisal of the politi¬ 
cal trends within the party. Had we been right, some Trotskyists 
began to wonder, in denouncing Stalin as the protector of the 
kulak? Had we been justified in saying that once the left Opposi¬ 
tion was defeated, the inner-party balance would be so upset 
that the Bukharinist right would assert itself and swxTp away 
the Stalinist ecntn'? Had we not overrated the strength of the 

’ Scr, for instancr, his Inter to Sosnovsky of 5 March 1928 in The Archives. 
Inter alia lur recalls there the accusations of deleatisrn levelled against him after lie 
had said that a good harvest, no less than a had one, might, under Stalinas and 
Bukharin'S policy, strengthen the kulak. Now Pravtla, suddenly discovering the 
kulak's strength, wrote about the last three abundant harvests ‘as if they had been 
three carth(]uakcs*. 
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coiiscnativc rlcinenls in the party? The Stalinist faction, far 
from being overwhelmed, was b('ginning to overwlielm the right 
- had wc then not exaggerated with our Cassandra cries about 
the danger of Thermidor? And had wc‘, generally speaking, not 
gone too fir in our struggle against Stalin? 

The great majority oi'dejiorU'es would not rwn admit such 
doubts to their thoughts. But a minority posed lliese (jucstions 
ever more persistently; and every question it asked entailecl 
other questions bringing under scrutiny e\'er ivioic poijils of die 
Oppositiorfs programme and activity. The ansuirs lurned on 
what view the Opposition took oftlu' serioiisin'ss (>!'Stalin's left 
eoLirse. It was still possible to n^gard Stalin's action against the 
kulak as an incidental tactical rnana^uvre whicii iKxd not pre- 
v('nt liim from resuming the pro-kulak poli( y. 'fliis was indeed 
what most Oppositionists thought ol il. But a lew were alr(‘ad\ 
convinced of the seriousness of the Icli course, saw it; as th(‘ begin¬ 
ning of a momentous upheaval, and reflected um asily on lla: 
Opposition's pros])ccts. How could the Opposition nmain a pas¬ 
sive onlooker, they asked, while the parly was t‘mbarking upon a 
dangerous struggle against the capitalist and (.|uasi-capilali.sl ele¬ 
ments in the nation, ilie struggh! to which tlic Opposition Itarl 
summoned it ? 

Tlie Opposition Ijad in such an extent based its own action on 
the idea that in all \ ital matters th(^ right wing played the hold¬ 
ing part and tlnit iIk' Stalinist faction, weak and vacillating, 
merely (bllowed it lilu’ a shadow that Stalin's first or preliminary 
attack on tlje kulak shook the ground under its fca't. Even in 
Decembi r, during the fifu-entli congress, Zinoviev and Kamenev 
had excused llieir capitulation with the argument that Stalin 
was about to embark upon a left course?. Soon th(?rcaft.cr, two 
eminent Trotskyists, Pyatakovand Antonov-Ovsi'cnko, followed 
this example and announced their break with Trotsky. They 
had })een tlic boldest and most energetic leaders of tlie 192;^ 
Opposition; they had participated only half-heartedly in th(‘ 
struggle of the later years; and they justified their capitulation 
on the ground that Stalin was carrying out the Ojqjosilion’s 
programme. 'I’hc deportees at first received Pyatakov’s and 
Antonov-Ovseenko’s defection with the contempt and derision 
reser\^cd for renegades; but their argutnents nevertluHcss made 
an impression and stimulated self-interrogation. 
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Early in May Trotsky still knew little or nothing about the 
new ferment among the exil(!s; and he sent a letter to them 
in which he set out his views.* He declared that Stalin’s left 
course marked the beginning of an important change. The. 
Opposition, he said, had every right to regard itself with pride 
as the inspinu and prompter of the new policy. True, pride must 
be mingled with sadness when Oppositionists reflected on the 
price th(‘y had had to pay for their vicarious success. However, 
it has bec'ii the fate of revolutionaries more than once that, at the 
price of fu'avy or tragic sacrifice, they have compelled others, 
(‘ven en(‘mi('s, to carry out ]5arts of a revolutionary programme. 
Thus, the Commune of .Paris had been drowTied in blood but it 
triumph('d ox er its hangmen, for its very hangmen had to carry 
out part of its ])rogrammc: although the Commune had failed 
as a proletarian revolution, it inad(‘ the resloratif)n of the mon¬ 
archy impossible in France and secured the establishment at 
least of a parliamentary republic. Such might be, mutatis mu¬ 
tandis^ the Opposition’s relation to Stalin’s left course: the Oppo¬ 
sition might be defeated; it might not sec its full programme 
carri<‘d into effect; but at least its struggle had made it impos¬ 
sible for th(' ruling group to continue the retreat before the 
capitalist elements and to inaugurate a neo-N.E.P. 

What was the Opposition to do? We were in duty bound, Trot¬ 
sky replied, to lend critical support to Stalin’s left course. Under 
no circumstances must wc make common cause with Bukharin 
and Rykov against it, Wc should, on the contrary, encourage the 
vacillating Stalinist centre to break definitely with the right and 
make common cause with the left. An alliance betwxen the 
Opposition and its Stalinist persecutors against the defenders of 
the kulak should not be ruled out, even though the possibility 
was remote. More than ever must the Opposition press for free¬ 
dom within the party; and ‘the left course facilitates the struggle 
for proletarian democracy’. In reasoning thus Trotsky was logi¬ 
cally consistent with himself: he had, ever since 1923, maintained 
that the main ‘function’ of the Stalinist regime was to shield from 
the workers a party bureaucracy which protected the kulak and 
the N.E.P.-man. It was natural for him to conclude that once 
that bureaucracy had ceased to protect the kulak and the N.E.P.- 
man, it w'ould draw closer to the working class, seek reconcilia- 

* Sc'c^ his circular letter of 9 May in The Archives, 
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tion with its spokesmen, and restore to them freedom of expres¬ 
sion. All the more resolutely should the Opposition, even while 
supporting the left course, resist Stalinist oppression and warn the 
party that as long as this persisted there was no guarantee that 
Stalin would pursue the new policy and would not once again 
yield to the kulak. 1 rotsky admitted that his w^as a ‘dual attitude’, 
difficult to adopt; but he claimed that it w-as tlu' only attitude 
justified in the circumstances. Pyatakov had already described 
Trotsky's views as ‘scIf-contradictory\ ‘But all contradictions’, 
Trotsky retorted, ‘disappear in a man who [like Pyatakov] 
makes a suicide jump into a river.’ 

Trotsky’s view’ had all the dialectical suppleness which the 
ambiguous situation demanded from him. He treated Stalin’s 
drive against the kulak as a great and hopeful development; and 
he insisted all the more firmly on the need for freedom of criticism 
and discussion as the main guarantee of the soundnt ss of the new’ 
polic)'. He offered the Opposition no axe to grind- -only prin¬ 
ciples to defend. When his enemy took another leal' from his 
book, he acknowledged the leaf as his own and urged his fol¬ 
lowers to back his enemy in an undertaking which they had 
considered necessary. But there w^ere many other leavers left in 
his book; and he was not going to throw them away. As to the 
Opposition’s prospects, he shunned the extremtrs of optimism 
and pessimism; it was possible that events might compel the 
Stalinists to seek reconciliation with the Opposition, and in that 
case the Opposition would regain moral and political leadership; 
but the Opposition must also be ready to share the fate of the 
Commune of Paris and through its martyrdom to further the 
cause of socialism and progress. 

The fact that Trotsky took a relatively favourable view of 
Stalin’s left course and acknowledged its positive significance 
made a great and even bewildering impression on his followers. 
It added strength to the arguments of those among them who 
had begun to criticize the Opposition’s record. If Trotsky was 
right now, they said, then had he not been wrong earlier in 
raising alarms about the Thermidorian peril? Had he not 
erroneously evaluated Stalin’s policy? And would it be right for 
the Opposition lo console itself with the thought that history 
would vindicate it, as it had vindicated the Commune of Paris ? 
Should Trotskyists not lend a hand lo the momentous struggle 
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against private property that was going on in the country and 
thus help to make history rather than rely passively on history’s 
anticipated verdict? Posterity may well extol the martyrdom of 
Communards; but Communards fight not for the glory ol* 
martyrdom, but for purposes which they believe to be practical 
and within their reach. 

Such reasonings reflected a dilemma inherent in the Trotskyist 
attitude; and frustration injected bitterness. Exile, enforced 
idh'iiess, and nagging doubts weighed down vigorous and strong- 
minded men who had made a revolution, fought civil wars, and 
built a new state. To b(‘ cast out of the i)arty to w'hich they had 
d(*dicated their lives, for which they had languished in Tsarist 
prisons, and in which tln^y still saw humanity’s highest hope— 
w’as a burdtrn heavy enough in itself. "J'he burden became un¬ 
bearable when th(‘y realiz(‘d that some of the crucial difference's 
w'hich had separated them from the Stalinists were vanishing 
and that the party w as beginning to do what they had so ardently 
desired it to do. It is not so difficult for a political fighter to suffer 
defi’at, privation, and humiliation as long as he know's clearly 
w'hat he stands lor and feels that his cause depends exclusively on 
what he and his comrades do for it. But (*ven the most hardened 
fighter loses heart in a paradoxical situation when he sees his 
cause, or an important part of it, embraced by his persecutor. 
His cause no longer seems to depend on whether he fights for it 
or not. The fight itself suddenly appears to be purposeless and 
the persi'cution to which he has exposed himself—senseless. He 
begins to doubt whether he is justified in regarding his perse- 
ciilor as an enemy. 

Stalin had a cold and acute insight into the troubled mind of 
the Opposition; but he too had his dilemmas. Any Trotskyist 
commendation of his left course assisted him; but he was 
afraid of Trotskyist assistance. Hesitantly, falteringly, driven by 
circumstances, he was embarking upon an unknowm and danger¬ 
ous road. He risked grave conflict with the peasantry'. He did 
not and could not gauge beforehand the scope and the violence 
of the resistance with which he would meet. He had cautiously 
turned against his erstwhile allic's, theBukharinists, whose popu¬ 
larity and influence he did not underrate. He could not know 
how far this new struggle might carry him and what dangers it 
might create for him. No more than Trotsky could he rule out 
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the* possibility that in an extremely critical situation he might 
have to seek an alliance with the left Opposition. But he too 
realized that this would be Trotsky’s triiinipli; and hewasdet(*r- 
iiiined to do all that lay in his powc'r to defeat the Bukharinists 
without having recourse to reconciliation with Trotsky. He 
had reason to fear that ilie strength of his own faction would b(* 
inadeqiiaU* for this and that his followi*rs aloiK* would not be 
able to managi* the slate machine and to cope with nationalized 
industry and linance in the nvw and difficult phase of rapid 
expansion. The Stalinists were primarily men of' tin* party 
machine. Theorists, policy-makers, economists, industrial ad¬ 
ministrators, financial and agricultural expt'rts, and men of poli¬ 
tical talent wck' found among the Trotskyists, the Biikharinists, 
and the Zinovievists. Stalin needed the assistance of men of 
ability who would be eager to carry out an anti-kulak policy and 
would carry it out with ('onviction and zeal. He could find 
such men in the Left Op])()siiion. He was therefore anxious to 
win to his side as much Trotskyist and Zinenievist talent as In* 
could without yielding ground to Trotsky and Zinoviev. He 
appealed to the Trotsky'ists behind Trotsky's back. Through his 
agents he lurc‘d them with the* left course and sought to pc‘i suade 
them that their opposition to him had become pointhrss. At 
first th(* deportees rejected t hesc appeals almost unanimously; but 
the appeals fell on fe rtile giound. In some of Trotsky's followers 
they intensified the* doubts and the inclination to review the 
Opposition’s record with disillusioned ctyes. 

Trotsky became aware of these devc'lopmeiits only about the 
middle of May. Beloborodov had sent him a report on the dis¬ 
cussions in the colonics. Another Trotskyist, wlio was still in 
Stalin’s diplomatic service, informed him from Berlin about 
Stalin’s presumed plan of action. According to this corn.'spon- 
dent, Stalin hoped to improve his difficult position by inducing 
influential banished Oppositionists to riu.ant—v\*ith their assist¬ 
ance he (*xpected to put the left course into effect and to give 
Trotsky the coup de grace. He even delayed embarking full steam 
upon the left course until he had secured the capitulation of many 
important Trotskyists. Everything now depended on whether he 
would succeed in this. If the Opposition could frustrate him, if it 
were not weakened by defections, and if it held out at least until 
the autumn, by which time Stalin would find his own faction 
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unjible k) cope with lh(! difTicultics, then the Opposition would 
have eve ry chance* to refrain tlie initiative and return to power. 
But should Stalin succeed in sapping the Opposition’s morale 
and should 'IVotskyist capitulators come to his succour, then he 
would maintain hinis('lf in pow(T, crush the Bukharinists, and 
carry on \a ilh the h’ft course witlioul having to conciliate Trotsky 
and Trotsky's im])euitcni adherents. The correspondent feared 
that Stalin was about to su(:ct‘(*d: the Opposition’s morale was 
dangerously sagging, and all toomanyOpn(»silionisis were ready 
lo gi\e up the light.’ 

Trotsky, it a])pears\ did not b(‘lie\e that tin* Opposition's 
morah* was so low. There hail b(‘en ve ry few i ai)ituIalious 
among llie deportees. Orn* nok.»rious ease was that of Sai'arow 
the iormi'r lea(li‘r ol lhe Coinscnnol wlio had sigiu'd a Ibrnnila of 
recantation and was iccallcd to Moscow. IlowcAcr, .Safaie)v's 
cas(‘ was exceptional in that he was not a Trotskyist. He had 
belonged to Zinoviev's faction but had at first rcfus(‘d lo ca])itii- 
lal(! with his le;i(hrr, had gone with tin* 'IVotskyisis into exile, and 
only then, on second thoughts, capitulated. His Ixinniour, it 
se<‘med, was not relak'd to the mood among the Trotskyists. Vet 
Safarov, as In* tried to justify hinis(‘lf‘, expressed something that 
struck a chord in them as well: ‘Everything is now going to b(' 
carried out without us!', he exclaimed. ‘Everything’ meant the 
dri\(' against the kulak and the N.E.P.-man, the expansion of 
the socialist sector of the economy. accelciai(*d industrialization, 
and possibly c*ollecli\'ization of farming, for all these aspects of' 
th(‘ h‘ft cour.s(‘ hung together. It was a galling thought for the 
T]Otsk)ists also that the great change, this 'second revolution', 
might be carried out without them. The more disinterestedly 
'frotsky stressed the desirability and the progressive character of 
Stalin’s latest moves and the more* he insisted on the Opposition’s 
duty to sup[)0]‘t them, the greater was the frustration arnojig his 
followers, the more anxiously did they n'flect over the rights and 
wrongs of tin* Opposition’s policy, and the more poignantly' did 
they feel that cast ont of the parly, in the wilderness where they 

’ 'fins rcmark:il)l<’ lc:ll.rr claird S May iQad was wriitni auoiiyinoiisly fn)ni 
ncrlin. 'I'ldtsky had known the correspondent but towards the end of his life, when 
he sorted liut llie Archives, he could in»l reineniber who he was. In 1928 the eorre- 
spondeiit was abiait to be recalled from his pt.)st and asked Trotsky whether he 
should not rcfiisr to return to Moscow. Trotsky, it seems, had already advised him 
to return. 
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were, they could not possibly lend any practical support to the 
left course. 

Before the end of May Trotsky again in several statements 
addressed his followers.’ lie defended the record of th(^ Opposi¬ 
tion and sought to outline new prospects. His argument may be 
summed up in these three points: 

Firstly, it was not true that he had overrated the strength of 
the Bukhariuist right. This was still formidable. Nor hiid the 
Opposition been wrf)ng in seeking to arouse the. party against 
the danger of Thermidor. In doing so it had heljted to keep the 
Thermidorian forces at bay. The Opposition's action and |ucs- 
sure from the working class had compelled the Stalinists to break 
with the Bukharinists—otherwise the present bread crisis might 
haw induced them to make far-reaching concessions to capital¬ 
ist I'arming, and might thus ha\e provoked, instead of tlu' left 
course, a powerful shift to the right. He feared that those who 
maintained that the Opposition had magnified the danger from 
the right would in the end surrender to Stalin. 

Secondly, the Opposition had no rc'ason to rejjroach itself 
w'ith ha\'ing gone too far in its struggle. On the contrary, because 
of Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s timidity, it had not gone far 
enough: ‘All our activities had a propagandist and only a propa¬ 
gandist character.’ The Opposition had hardly ever appealed to 
the rank and file strongly and boldly enough. A\hen at last it 
sought to do so, on 7 November, Stalin tried to provoke it into 
civil war; and then it had to retreat. 

Finally, the fiict that Stalin was stealing the Opposition’s 
thunder should not dishearten the Opposition. The Stalinist 
faction had initiated a left policy when it could do nothing else, 
but it would not be able to .sec it through to tin; end. Consequently, 
Trotsky assured his followers, ‘the party is still going to need us’. 

These arguments and assurances did not satisfy many of 
Trotsky’s adherents. He offered them no clear perspective. They 
continued to ask whether Stalin had turned against the kulak for 
good or whctlicr his left course w'as mere pretence; and they 
expected a plain answer. Trotsky did not possess it; and probably 
Stalin himself did not yet know definitely where he stood. Nor 
did Trotsky tell his followers how, in the position in which they 

* Sre his letters to Beloborodov (^3 May) and to Yudin (af, May) in The 
AriMves, 
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wen* placed, lliey could act on his advice and how, in wha! 
manner, they could support and oppose Stalin ai tlie sanu* lime. 

AIrrady in the sprinu[ of t wc) distinct currents ol’opinion 
liad rormed tiu inselves in the 'JVotskyist colonies, 'rhere were, on 
the one hand, those who look to heart, most of all, their obligation 
lo suj)jjort Stalin’s left course, the obligation which Trotsky 
again and Jigain iinjxressed on them; and there w(*re those, on the 
other hand, who were above all inclined to go on opposing 
Stalin, as Trotsky also urged them to do. 'Thus the differences 
that had existed within the Joint Opposition, b(*tween Trotsky¬ 
ists and Zinovievists, were* now reproduced within the ranks oT 
the I'rolskyists themselves, splitting them into ‘conciliators’ and 
‘irreconcilables’. The conciliators were still far from the thought 
of surrendering lo Stalin; but they wished the Opposition to 
mitigate its hostility towards his faction and to prepare for a 
dignified reconciliation with it on the basis of the Icll course. 
'They held that int(*grity" and the Opposition’s own intt'resl 
demanded from them that they should revic'w critically, and 
modify in the light of events, the Opposition's ;u ct‘pt('d views. 
To this altitude rallied Oppositionists of the older generation, 
men of the reflective and s<*dale type, and those' in whom the 
nostalgic feeling for their old })arty was extremely strong; and 
also the ‘enlightened bureaucrats’, economists and administra¬ 
tors, ^\ho had been interested more in the Opposition’s pro¬ 
gramme of industrialization and economic planning than in its 
demands lor inner-party freedom and proletarian democracy; 
and finally, people whose will to go on resisting the ruling 
group was already weakened by the ordeal they had undergone. 
As individuals w(‘re often moved by mixed impulses, it was in 
many cases wellnigh impossible to disentangle their motives. 

The irreconcilable Trotskyists were mostly young men, to 
whom expulsion from the party had bc'i'ii less of a break in life 
than it had been to their elders; people whom the Opposition 
attracted by its call for proletarian dc'rnocracy rather than by its 
economic and social desiderata; and the zealots of the Opposition, 
the doctrinaire enemies of bureaucracy, and the fanatics of 
anti-Stalinism. In this group too the motives of individuals 
could not be easily distinguished. Most often the young, those 
for whom the break with the party was no great moral upset, 
were also relatively indifferent to the complex economic and 
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social issues, but responded ardently to the Opposition's rail 11 a- 
freedom of expression, and viewed all bureaucracy with a fieri (' 
hostility, rendered even fiercer by persecution and exile. 

Both wings of the Trotskyist Opposition t('ndcd to ON crlap 
with other groups outside it. The conciliatoi s moved closer and 
closer towards the /ino\'ie\ isis whom they had hitherto despised, 
'fhey began to see them in a new light, and eviai ifliicy were not 
ready to follow them, they began to appreciate the reasons lor 
their surrender, to listen eagerly to their arguments, and to watch 
sympathetically their doings. The most extreme irreconcilables, 
on the other hand, found that they had much in common with 
the unrepentant Mohicans of the AVorkers’ Opposition and of 
the Decemists, who were led by Sapronox^ and \dadimir Smirnov, 
and had been exiled together with the Trotskyists. Ifi their 
enmity towards the bureaucracy they had been fiii' less inliibiled 
than the Trotskyists. More or less openly they had renounet'd all 
allegianei; to the existing state and part) . They proelaiiiKxl that 
the revolution and Bolshevism were dead, and that the working 
class had to begin from the beginning, that is to start a new 
revolutionary struggle in order to free itself from exploitation by 
the new ‘staltr capitalism’, the N.E.P. bourgeoisie, and the kulaks. 
To many a young Trotskyist this plain and single-minded 
message soundi'd more convincing than did Trotskx’s care¬ 
fully balanced analyses and ‘dual policy’. It was easier to digest 
it, for in it yes was yes and no was no, without any dialectical 
complication. To dcnounct! Stalin as the grax c-digger of the 
rex'olution, the Decernists said, and to dwell, as Trotsky did, on 
the progressive implications of the left course was absurd; to 
fight Stalin meant to fight him and not to support him. 

Both sets of Trotskyists looked to Trotsky for guidance, al¬ 
though each was inclined to accept only tliat part of his advice 
that suited it. Both sets evoked the Opposition’s first principles 
and common intcr(!sts. But as the differences widened, the sense 
of comradeship wore thin and mutual suspicions grew until the 
two sets had little more for each other than black looks and 
harsh words. To the irreconcilables their more moderate com¬ 
rades w(‘Tc men of small faith, if not yet deserters. The moderates 
looked down on the irreconcilables as ultra-lefts or crude anarchi- 
santSf devoid of Maixist intellectual discipline and responsibility 
for the fortunes of the revolution. The irreconcilables suspected 
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that knowingly or unknowingly the conciliators worked for 
Stalin, while the conciliators held that nothing compromised 
the Opposition and assist(‘d Stalin more effectively than the 
exagg(;rations and the excesses of the doctrinaires and the zea¬ 
lots of Trotskyism. 

The spokesmcTi for each of the two sets were Oppositionists 
of long standing and Trotsky's trusted and respected friends. 
Preobrazh(‘nsky was the first to s])eak of the need for a more 
conciliatory attitude towards Stalinism. He had never faltered 
as an Oppositionist, and not the slightest taint of self-nrgard or 
opportunism attached to his character. Mis weakness, if'weak¬ 
ness it be, lay rather in his utter disregard of expediency and 
popularity and in the theoretical consistency of his views. He 
began to preach conciliation from deep conviction, which can 
be trac(‘d Ijack to his writings of i9 >4-5. He had been, we know, 
the chief theoretical exponent of y^riniilive socialist accumula¬ 
tion. ‘The period of primitive* socialist aceiimulalion’, he had 
written in The New Economics, ‘constitutes the most critical era 
in the life of the socialist slate after the conclusion of civil 
war.... To go through this pericxl as rajiidly as possible and to 
reach as soon as possible tht! stage at which the socialist system 
develops all its advantages vis-a-vis capitalism is for the socialist 
economy a matter of lift* and death.' During that pcTiod the 
socialist state was bound to get the worst of both worlds: it 
would benefit neither from the advantages of capitalism nor from 
those of socialism. It would have to ‘(‘xploit’ the peasantry in 
order to finance accumulation in the socialist sector. On this 
point, it wall be remembered, Preol>ra/.hensky had clashed with 
Bukharin and the neo-Populist school, ‘our Soviet Manchester 
school of thought’, as he dubbed it. ‘The pressure of [foreign, 
mainly American] capitalist monopolisin’, he argued then, 'can 
find a barrier only in socialist monopolism.’ This must sub¬ 
ordinate to itself, by means of fiscal policy and through a state- 
regulated pric(^ mechanism, the private sector of the economy, 
especially farming. To Bukharin’s outcry of indignation Preo¬ 
brazhensky replied: ‘But can it be otherwise? To put it in the 
simplest terms: can the burd(m of the development of the state- 
owned industry ... be thrown on to the shoulders of our three 
million industrial workers only—or should the twenty-two 
million of our peasant smallholders also contribute their share?’ 
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Fatii he had not advocated the expropriation and forcible col¬ 
lectivization ol'the .smallholders; but more than anyone else he 
had been aware of the inherent violence ol the conllict between 
State and peasantry under ‘the iron heel of th(! law of primitive 
socialist accumulation’.* 

No wonder that Preobrazhensky responded eagerly to Stalin’s 
left course. He received it as a confirmation of his own theory. 
He saw it as an inevitable and wholly desirable development. 
From the outset he was convinced of its momentous significance; 
and he was convinced of it more firmly than Trotsky was. The 
differences between him and Trotsky, hitherto only implicit in 
their writings but of no practical consequence, now began to 
affect their attitudes. Trotsky had never committ(‘d himself to 
the view that the workers’ state must as a ruh? ‘exploit’ the 
peasantry—at any rate, he had never expounded this view as 
bluntly as Preobrazhensky had done it. Nor had he advocated 
a pace of industrialization as forcible as that which Preobra¬ 
zhensky had anticipated. Preobrazhensky’s theorem of The Mew 
Economics had not been incompatible with socialism in one 
countr)'—it had implied that primitive accumulation, the most 
difficult part of the transition from capitalism to socialism, might 
be accomplished within a singkr and industrially underdeveloped 
nation-state. Finally, unlike Trotsky, Preobrazhensky had dwelt 
on the ‘objective force of the laws’ of the transition to socialism, 
a force w'hich would assert itself and compel the party leaders to 
act malgre eux-mhnes as the agents of socialism. Nationalization 
of all large-scale industry, he held, led ineluctably to planned 
economy and rapid industrialization. In opposing these the 
Stalinists and Bukharinists opposed a historic necessity—a neces¬ 
sity which the Opposition alone saw' in time and of wffiich it 
sought to make the Bolsheviks aware. Stalin and Bukharin might 
defeat the Opposition; but "they could not outwit the law's of 
history’. ‘The structure of our state economy [which] often 
proves itself to be more progressive than is the whole system of 
our economic leadership’ would eventually force them to carry 
out the Opposition’s programme. 

These ideas, which were little more than asides and hints in 
Preobrazhensky’s earlier writings, now came to govern all his 
thoughts. Stalin declaring war on the kulak was in his eyes but 

* See Chapter V, pp. 234 40. 
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the unconscious and reluctant agent of necessity. While Trotsky 
still viewed the left course somewhat incredulously and wondered 
whether it might not be only a temporary shift, Preobrazhensky 
had no doubt whatsoever that Stalin was not trifling, that he 
could not retreat from the left course!, that he would be compelled 
to wage war on the kulak ever more ruthlessly, and that this 
created a completely new situation lor the country at large and 
for the Opposition in particular. He insisted that the country 
was on the brink of a tremendous revolutionary upheaval. The 
kulaks, he said, would go on refusing to sell grain and would 
threaten the town with famine. The middle and poor peasants 
would not be able to supply enough food; and the official attack 
on the kulak would antagonize them too and would lead to a 
colossal clash b(*tween the government and the bulk of the 
peasantry. In a survey written in the spring of 1928 Preobra¬ 
zhensky maintained that Stalin’s threats and emergency mea¬ 
sures had already aroused in the country a storm so violent that 
to calm it the government would have to make such vast and 
dangerous concessions to capitalism that not only Stalin but 
e\cn Bukharin and Rykov would recoil and refuse to make 
them.* Only a drastically right or drastically left policy could 
avert a calamity; and everything indicated that Stalin would 
move farther to the left. 

What was to be the Opposition’s role in this upheaval ? The 
Opposition, Preobrazhensky replied, had acted as the conscious 
interpreter of a historic necessity. It had displayed superior 
foresight: its ideas were ‘reflected in Stalin’s new policy as in 
a distorting mirror’. The present crisis would not have been as 
grave if the party had acted on the Opposition’s advice earlier. 
The Opposition must still go on advocating accelerated indus¬ 
trialization ; and it must call as insistently as ever ibr proletarian 
democracy. However, although the Opposition had correctly 
interpreted the needs of the time, it was not given to it to meet 
those needs in practice. Stalin and his adherents were taking 
charge of the practical task. They were the agents of the historic 
necessity, although they had not understood it and had long 
resisted it. Somewhere then the Opposition had gone wrong. It 
had exaggerated the danger from the right and the Stalinist con¬ 
nivance with the kulak. It had misjudged the trends within the 

‘ See Preobrazheniky*! 'lAityi Kwrs v Dmunie i PerspeJUivy' in 77m Trotsky Archives, 
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party and their relationship to the social classes without, a grave 
error for Marxists to commit. It was therefore incumbent on 
the Opposition to modify its attitude and to contribute to a 
rapprochement with the Stalinist faction. 

With this aim in view Preobrazhensky proposed that the Op¬ 
position should ask for official permission to call a conference of 
its members, at which all exiled colonies should be repres(*nt(‘d, 
in order to discuss the new' situation and the Opposition’s 
conduct. Trotsky had spoken of the possibility and desirability 
of an alliance between left and centre against the right; but he 
had not proposed any move designed to bring it about. Preo¬ 
brazhensky w^as not satisfied with this. If there was to be such 
an alliance, he argued, the time for it was now*, when the 
Stalinists struck against the right; and the Opposition’s duty 
was to act instead of w'aiiing until events produced the alliance 
ready-made—they might never produce it. 

Trotsky w^as dead against Preobrazhensky’s proposal. He held 
that, desirable though a centre-left coalition w’as in theory, th<' 
Opposition could do nothing to bring it about. The jailer and 
the jailed WTre not allies. He feared that Preobrazh<‘nsky took 
too favourable a view' of the left course; but, even if this were not 
so, the gulf between Stalinism and the Opposition remained 
fixed. Persecution continued. The party was still robbed of its 
freedom, and its regime w^as getting worse and w'orsc. The 
dogma of the Leader’s infallibility was established; and it was 
applied to past as w-ell as pre.sent. The entire history of the party 
was falsified to suit the requirements of that dogma. Under such 
conditions the Opposition could take no step to meet the ruling 
faction half-way. It W'ould be a disgrace for it to ask its persecutors 
lor permission to hold a conference—the request alone would 
flavour of capitulation.* 

In May the colonies discussed Preobrazhensky’s proposal— 
this was the first test of the exiles’ reaction to the left course. The 
proposal was rejected out of hand. The great majority was in an 
irreconcilable mood, sceptical about the left course, inclined as 
before to sec in Stalin the defender of the kulak and the accom¬ 
plice of the Thermidorians, confident in the Opposition’s cause, 
and reluctant to contemplate any revision of its attitude. 

Despite this rebuff to Preobrazhensky, his ideas began to 

’ Sec Trotsky’s *‘Pismo Drugu' (24 June 1928) in The Archives. 
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germinate in many minds. Radek, it seems, was the first of the 
leaders of the Opposition to come under their influence. He had 
not so far bclong(‘d to those inclined to pull punches. Through¬ 
out 1927 he had urged the Opposition to attack the ruling group 
more boldly, to appeal to the factory workers who stood outside 
the party, and tc» voice aggressively their grievances, instead of 
contenting itself with ‘honour-saving gestures’ and highbrow 
theory. He had not recoiled from the idea of a new party and had 
favoured the admission to the Opposition of the Dec(‘mists who 
stood for it. He was still in this militant mood after his deporta¬ 
tion, w^hen he wrote scornfully of Zinoviev’s and Pyatakov’s 
recantations and the morbid odour of Dostoevshchyna they 
exuded. ‘They have dtmied their own convictions and have 
lied to the working class—you cannot help the working class 
with lies.’^ Even in May, when Preobrazhensky called for the 
conference, Radek still appeared to be opposed to the idea—at 
any rate, he criticized Preobrazh(‘nsky’s conciliatory attitude. 

Barely a month later, the man seemed to have completely 
changed; he preached conciliation himself, w^ith all the ingenuity, 
vcr\T, and wit peculiar to him. His accession enormously 
strengthened the 'moderate’ wang, for he and Preobrazhensky 
were, next to Trotsky and Rakovsky, the most authoritative 
leaders in exile. Subsequently, as his prolific correspondence 
shows, his will to resist Stalinism crumbled almost from w^cek to 
week, although nearly a year w^as to elapse before his actual 
surrender. 

It would be too simple to attribute the change merely to 
Radek’s volatility or lack of courage. His motives were tangled. 
No doubt he did not possess all the ‘Bolshevik hardihood’ that 
others had gained in underground politics, in Tsarist prisons, 
and through years of Siberian exile. His spells of underground 
work had been brief: up to 1917 he had spent his political 
life mainly in the open socialist movements of Austro-Hungary 
and Germany. He w'as essentially a Western European and a 
Bohemian, sociable, accustomed to breathe the air and the 
excitement of great cities and to be at the centre of public 
affairs. In the course of more than twenty-five years he had held 
famous Central Committees and great editorial offices spell- 

‘ See Raclck's IcUcr to Zhenya written from Tobolsk, on xo May 1928, and his 
letter to Preobrazhensky of 25 May in The Trotsky Archives. 
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bound by his views and witticisms. For ten years he had been 
one of the leading lights of the Bolshevik part)" and the Com¬ 
munist International. As long as he was surrounded by the 
bustle of political life, his confidence and mettle had not abandon- 
(‘d him—he had remained bold and active and had still been at 
the centre of affairs even in the Moabit prison of Berlin in 1919. 
But cast out suddently into the empty, bleak, and severe wilder¬ 
ness of northern Siberia, his spirit began to sink. Solitude op¬ 
pressed him. He felt as if he had been exiled from life itself. His 
sense of reality was shaken. Had all the years he had spent at 
Lenirfs side, as valued comrade and adviser, helping to direct 
the affairs of a world-wide movement, been but a dream? Men 
of far greater resilience were beset by similar feelings. This, for 
instance, is what Ivan Smirnov, hero of the civil war, wrote to 
Radek, from southern Armenia to northern Siberia: 

You, dear Karlyiisha,' are pained that we have found ourselves 
outside the party. To me, too, and to all the others this is agony 
indeed. At the beginning I was haunted by nightmares. I would 
suddenly aw'akc at night and could not believe that I was a deportee 

.-I, who had worked for the party ever since 1899, w^iihout a day’s 

break, not like some of those scoundrels of the Society of Old 
Bolsheviks who after 1906 deserted the party lor full ten years.- 

But it w'as not only this predicament that troubled Radek and 
his friends. They brooded over the fate of the revolution. They 
w'ere accustomed to regard themselves as the true guardians of 
the ‘conquests of October’ and as the sole depositaries of Marxism 
and Leninism which the Stalinists and Bukliarinists had diluted 
and falsified. They were accustomed to think that w^hatever was 
beneficial to Marxism and the revolution was beneficial to the 
Opposition too, and that the Opposition’s defeats were the 
revolution’s defeats. They now saw the Opposition reduced to a 
small group, almost a sect, utterly impotent and estranged from 
the great state and party with which they had identified them¬ 
selves. Was it possible, they wondered, that a movement claiming 
for itself so high a mission should be reduced to so low a state? 
They were confronted with this dilemma: if they really w^erc 
the sole reliable and legitimate guardians of October, then their 
cruel defeat could not but bring irretrievable disaster to the 

' Diminutive from Karl, Charlie. 

* The letter, written in igaS (no more precise date), is in Tht Trots!^ Archives. 
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revolution, and the heritage of October was lost. But if this was 
not so, if the ‘conquests of October’ were more or less intact and 
the Soviet Union, despite all that had happened, was still a 
workers’ state, then had the Opposition not been wrong and 
guilty of arrogance in regarding itself as the sole depositary of 
Marxism- 1 -cninism and in denying its adversaries all revolu¬ 
tionary \’irtue? Were the* few thousand Oppositionists all that 
was left of the great and world-shaking Bolshevik movement? 
Had the mountain of revolution brought forth a mouse? ‘I can¬ 
not believe’, Radek wrote to Sosnovsky, ‘that Lenin’s entire 
work and the entire work of the revolution should have left 
behind only 5,000 Communists in the whole of Russia.’® Yet, if 
one were to take literally some of the Opposition’s claims and if 
one were to believe that the other Bolshe vik factions merely 
paved the way for counter-r<‘volution, then one could not escape 
this conclusion, from which both realism and the Marxist st^nse 
of history recoiled. Surely, the Bolshc\ik epic with all its heroism, 
sacrifice, liope, blood, and toil, could not have b(‘cn mere sound 
and fury, signifying nothing. As long as Stalinists and Bukharin- 
ists had jointly protectt‘d the kulaks and the N.E.P.-men there 
was substance in the Opposition’s claims and charges. But the 
left course, bringing the Stalinist faction into mortal conflict with 
private prope rty, demonstrated that the work of Lenin and the 
October Revolution liad left behind something more than a 
handful of righteous men, something more than ‘five thousand 
communists in the wdiole of Russia’. The volcano of the revolu¬ 
tion, far from having given birth to a mouse and becoming 
extinguished, was still active. 

Preobrazhensky argued that it w'as the ‘objective force’ of social 
ownership that provided the impulse for Russia’s further revolu¬ 
tionary- and socialist transformation. The ‘objective force’ asserted 
itself through men, its subjective representatives. The Stalinist 
faction was the agent of historic necessity; and despite confusion, 
mistakes, and even crimes committed, it acted as guardian of the 
heritage of October and champion of socialism. The Stalinists, 
Radek discovered, had proved themselves worthier than the 
Opposition had thought them to be. The Opposition should and 
could admit this without any self-depreciation. In the new 
advance towards socialism the Opposition had acted as the 

* The letter (dated Tomsk, 14 July 1928) is in The Archives, 
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vanguard while the Stalinist faction had formed the rearguard. 
The conflict between them had not been a clash of hostile class 
interests, but a breach between two sections of the same class, 
for both vanguard and rearguard belonged to the same camp. 
It was time to heal the breach. Many Oppositionists were 
startled by the idea of a reconciliation between Stalinists and 
Trotskyists; but, Radek remarked, such a regrouping would not 
be stranger than had been earlier reversals of inner-party 
alliances. ‘There was a time w'hen we thought that Stalin was a 
good revolutionary and that Zinoviev was hopeless. Then things 
changed—they may change once again.’ 

There was an unmistakable note of despair in these pleadings 
—but it was a despair wliich sought to escape from itself and to 
change into hope. The conciliators’ mood w'as nurtured in the 
deepening isolationism of Bolshevik Russia. It was w'ithin the 
Soviet Union, not without, that Radek and Preobrazhensky— 
and many others- - looked for a great and promising change in 
the fortunes of communism. And this fact accounts for miach that 
was to follow. 

This was the aftermath of the Chinese Revolution. In Decem¬ 
ber 1927 the communist rising of Canton had been suppressed. 
The rising had been the last act or rather the epilogue of the 
drama of 1925-7. The shock of the defeat was making itself felt 
in all Bolshevik thinking: it sapped even further and submerged 
the internationalist tradition of I.eninism; and it enhanced 
Russian self-ccntrcdncss. More than ever socialism in one 
country appeared to offer the only way out and the only con¬ 
solation. This time, however, the tide of isolationism affected the 
Opposition as w'ell; it reached the remote colonies of deportees 
and worked on the thoughts of the conciliators. Like Stalin’s 
turn to the left this latest defeat gave Preobrazhensky and Radek 
a fresh motive for disillusionment with the Opposition’s record. 
The Opposition, they argued, had been partly mistaken in its 
estimate of internal Russian developments—^liad it not been 
mistaken in its view of the international prospects as well? 
Trotsky had erred over the Soviet Thermidor—was not his 
Permanent Revolution, too, a fallacy? 

Barely a few weeks after their deportation Trotsky and Preo¬ 
brazhensky were already in correspondence over the Canton 
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rising. Knowing little about the actual circumstances of the 
event and trying to form an opinion from Pravdah belated and 
scanty reports, Trotsky resumed an exchange of views which he 
had had with Preobrazhensky in Moscow. Like many an old 
Bolshevik in Opposition, Preobrazhensky had not accepted the 
idea of Permanent Revolution and its corollary that the Chinese 
Revolution could conquer only as a proletarian dictatorship. 
Like Zinoviev and Kamenev he held that China could not go 
beyond a bourgeois revolution. From their places of exile Trotsky 
and Preobrazhensky discussed the bearing of the Canton rising 
on this difl'erence. Pravda had rej^orted that the insurgents of 
Canton had formed a Council of Workers' Deputies and had set 
out to socialize industry. Although the rising had been crushed 
-so 'lYolsky wrote to Preobrazhensky on 2 March it left a 
message and a significant pointer to the course of the next 
Chinese Revolution which would not be arrested in its bourgeois 
phase but would estal)lish Soviets and aim at socialism. Preo¬ 
brazhensky replied that the rising had been staged by Stalin 
merely in ord(‘r to save his face after all his surrendtns to the 
Kuornintang, that this had been a reckless venture, and that the 
‘Soviet’ of Canton and its ‘socialist’ slogans, not having resulted 
organically from any mass movement, had not reflected the 
inherent logic of any genuine revolutionary process.^ Preobra¬ 
zhensky was, of cotirse, closer to the facts than Trotsky, who in 
this case relied on dubious evidence for his conclusion about the 
character of the nt'xt Chinese Revolution. His conclusion was 
nevertheless correct: the revolution of 1948-9 was to transcend 
its bourgeois limits; and to this extent it was to be a ‘permanent 
revolutioir, even if its course and the alignment of social classes 
in it were to prove very different from what the Trotskyist and 
indeed the Marxist and liCninist theories of revolution had 
envisaged. 

‘We, the old Bolsheviks in opposition, must dissociate our¬ 
selves from Trotsky on the point of permanent revolution’, 
Preobrazhensky declared. The statement itself could not have 
been surprising to Trotsky, but its emphatic tone certainly was. 
'Protsky had been accustomed to hear such reminders of his non- 
Bolshevik past from his adversaries and lately again from Zino¬ 
viev and Kamenev, but hardly from Preobrazhensky, his close 

* Preobrazhensky’s (undated) answer is in The Archives^ 
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co-thinker since 1922. He knew that such reminders never 
cropped up fortuitously. What surprised him even more was 
that Radek, too, produced a critique of Permanent Revolution 
—Radek, no old Bolshevik himself, had hitherto whole-heartedly 
defended that theory. Even now he acknowledged that Trotsky 
had in 1906 anticipated the course of the Russian Revolution 
more correctly than Lenin; but he added that it did not follow 
that the scheme of permanent revolution was valid in otlu r 
countries. In China, Radek maintained, Lenin’s ‘democratic 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry’ was prchTable 
because it allowed for a possible hiatus between the bourgeois 
revolution and the socialist one. 

Apparently this controversy had no direct bearing on the issues 
of the day; and Trotsky was drawn into it reluctantly. He replied 
that China had freshly demonstrated that any contemporary 
revolution which did not find its consummation in a socialist 
upheaval was bound to suffer defeat oven as a bourgeois rex olu- 
tion. AVhatevor the pros and the cons, the fact that the two con¬ 
ciliators attacked Permanent Revolution was all llie more 
symptomatic because Trotsky had not attempted to rnak(‘ of his 
theory the Opposition’s canon. This was not the first iimv that 
frustration with defeats of communism abroad and isolationist 
propensities induced Bolsheviks to turn iigainst the theory which 
in its very title challenged their isolationism. The result of all the 
dogmatic battles fought over Permanent Revolution since i()24 
had been to make of i t in the party’s eyes the symbol of Trotskyism, 
Trotsky’s mastcT heresy, and the intellectual fount of all his 
political vices. To Stalin’s and Bukharin’s followers Permanent 
Revolution had become a horror-inspiring taboo. An Op¬ 
positionist beset by doubts and second thoughts and looking for 
a way back to the party—his lost paradise—sought instinctively 
to rid himself of any association with that taboo. It will be re¬ 
membered that Trotsky, anxious to render it easier for Zinoviev 
and Kamenev to make common cause with him, had declared 
that his old writings on Permanent Revolution had their place 
in the historical archives and that he would not defend them on 
every point, even though for himself he was convinced that his 
idea had stood the test of time. Yet he did not succeed in rele¬ 
gating his theory to the archives. Not only his enemies dragged it 
out and forced him to defend it. Again and again his allies did 
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likewise; and whenever they did so this was a sure sign that one 
of his political alliances or associations was about to break down. 

Pres(‘ntly dissension came into the open over a more topical 
and less theoretical issue. The sixth congress of the Communist 
International was convened in Moscow for the summer of 19215. 
The Oj)])osition had the statutory'right to appeal to the congress 
against its <‘xpiilsion from the Russian party; and it intended to 
do so. Tlu rc was no chance that the appeal would obtain a 
proper hearing, or that the leaders of the Opposition would be 
allowed to a])p(rar beibre the congress to state their case. . . 
the Congress will j)robably make an att(‘mpt to cover us in a 
most authoritative manner with the heaviest of tombstones .. 
"iVotsky wrote. ‘Fortunately, Marxism will rise from this papier^ 
WY 7 V//e grave and like an irrepressible drummer sound the alarm 
He intended to produce a bri(‘f and blunt criticism of the 
Comintern's ])<)licy and a concise declaration of the Opposition's 
purpose to b(' addresse d to the congress. But the work grew in 
liis hands into a massi\ e treatise the writing of which kept him 
occupic*(l throughout the spring and summer.^^ The congress 
uas expected to adopt a new programme of which a draft, 
written largely by Bukharin and centred on socialism in onc' 
country, liad been published. Trotsky gave his statement the 
form of’a Critique of lh(' new programme. He completed this in 
June; and in July he followed it up by a message to th(‘ congress 
under the title! What \txt? He summed up ‘five years of the 
Internationars failures’ and five years of the Opposition’s work 
in a manner ‘free from all traces of rc'ticcncc, duplicity, and 
diplomacy’ and calculated to mark clearly the gulf between the 
Opposition and its adversaries. He sent copies to the colonies 
just before the opening of the congress; and he asked all Op¬ 
positionists to endorse his statements in their collective and 
individual messages addressed to the congress. 

Meantime Radek and Preobrazhensky had prepared state¬ 
ments of their own which were more conciliatory in content and 
tone. True, Preobrazhensky drew^ a devastating balance-sheet of 
the Comintenrs policy of recent years; and he w-as outspoken 
about the differences which opposed Trotskyists of all shades to 

* Trotsky’s circular letter of 17 July 1928. The Archives. 

* Tlie work is known in English under the title The Third Intematinmd After 
Lenin. 
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Stalinism and the Comintern. But in his conclusion he declared 
that ‘many of these difl'erences have disappeared as a result of 
the change that has occurred in the International’s policy’, 
because the International, following th(' Russian party, had also 
‘veered to the left’.* Radek expressed the same opinion and at 
once dispatched his statement to Moscow. ‘If history shows’, he 
wrote, ‘that some of the party leaders with whom yesterday we 
crossed swords are better than the viewpoints they defended, 
nobody will find greater satisfaction in this than we shall. 

The fact that Trotsky and Radek had addressed diflerent and 
partly conflicting messages to the congress could only damage 
the Opposition’s cause. Instead of demonstrating its unity, the 
Opposition spoke with two voices. \Vhen Trotsky learned what 
had happened, he telegraphed to the major centres of the 
Opposition asking all the exiles to dissociate ihemstdves publicly 
from Radek. The colonics were agog with indignation, dis¬ 
avowed Radek, and sent appropriate stat('m(mts to Moscow. In 
the end Radek himself informed the Congress that he was with¬ 
drawing his message and that he was in complete agreemc‘nt with 
Trotsky. To his comrades he apologized for \iv& faux pas, saying 
that it had been due to difficulties of communication with 
Trotsky, whose (Critique of the Comintern had reached him too 
late. Trotsky accepted the apology; and there the matter rested 
for the moment. The Opposition, 'frotsky said, had ‘straightened 
out its front’. However, the incipient split was not mended—it 
was only thinly covered over. 

An important event had helped Trotsky to rally the exiles. In 
July the Central Committee held a session at which Bukharin’s 
faction appeared to have gained the upper hand over Stalin’s. 
The critical issue w'as still the same: the bread crisis and the 
threat of famine suspended over urban Russia. The emergency 
measures earlier in the year had not averted the threat; and the 
situation was aggravated by a partial fiiilure of winter crops in 
the Ukraine and in the northern Caucasus. The peasantry was 
in uproar. It delivered and sold only 50 per cent, of the grain it 

* Preobrazhensky, ^Chto nado skazat h'tmgresu Kominterna* in The Archives. 

* Radek’s memorandum to the congress, written in Tomsk in June 192B, is in 
The Trotsky Archives. Trotsky must have read *psychoanalylically' the passage 
quoted here: he underlined with red pencil the word ‘yesterday’ in Radek’s ]}hrase 
about the party leaders ‘with whom yesterday we crossed swords’. 
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used to sell before the revolution. All exports of grain had to be 
stopped.* The strong-arm methods in grain collection had been 
just enough to enrage the farmers but not enough to intimidate 
them. The Central Committee noted ‘the discontent among . . . 
the peasantry which showed itself in demonstrations of protest 
against arl)itary administrative proceedings'; and it declared 
that such proceedings ‘had helpi'd capitalist elements to exploit 
the discontent and turn it against the Soviet Government... and 
liad given rise to talk about the [forthcoming] abolition of 

At the S('ssion of the Committee, after Mikoyan had made a 
report, the Bukharinist faction called for an end to the left 
course. Rykovdemanded the cancellation oftlie antikulak policy; 
Frumkin, the Commissar of Finance, went even farther and asked 
for a revision of the entire peasant policy enunciated at the 
fifteenth congress (at which Stalin, to confound the Trotskyists 
and the Zino\'i(!vists, had adopted some of their ideas) and for a 
return to the predominantly Bukharinist policy of the previous 
congress. The Central Committee declared that it stood by the 
decisions of the fifteenth congress; but it cancelled its own 
emergency measures ‘against the kulak’. It proclaimed that 
henceforth the ‘rule of law’ must prevail. It forbade searches and 
raids on barns and farmsteads. It slopped the requisitioning of 
food and the forcible levying of grain loans. Last but not least, 
it authorized a uo per cent, rise in the price of bread, the rise it had 
so categorically prohibited three months earlier.^ Seen in retro¬ 
spect, this was the Central Committee’s last attempt to appease 
the peasants, ihr last before it proceeded to suppress private 
farming. At the time, however, it looked as if the kulak had won 
a round, as if Stalin had abandoned the left course, and as if 
Bukharin and Rykov had dictated policy. 

It may be imagined how the Trotskyist deportees received 
this. They were back on familiar ground. The old scheme ol‘ 
things, within which they had been accustomed to think and to 
argue, seemed re-established. They saw ‘the defenders of the 
kulak’ reasserting themselves. They saw^ Stalin’s ‘vacillating 
centre’ yielding as always. Authorizing the higher bread price, 
the Central Committee had hit tlic industrial workers and had 
acted in the interests of the wealthy farmers. This was surely not 

* KPSS V Kezolutxvakhy vol. ii, p. 392. * Ibid., p. 395. Ibid., 396. 
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yet the end. The struggle was on: the right wing would resume 
its offensive; and the Stalinists would continue to retreat. The 
Thermidorian danger was closer than ever—the Thermidorians 
were on the move. Trotsky thought likewise: Tn Rykov’s 
speech..he declared, ‘the right wing has thrown its challenge 
at the October Revolution. . . . The challenge must be taken 
up. . . The rise of the price of bread was only the beginning of 
a neo-N.E.P. To appease the kulak, th(‘ right wing would soon 
make a determined attempt to undermine the state monopoly of' 
foreign trade. He saw Rykov and Bukharin as the victors who 
would soon ‘hunt down Stalin as a Trotskyist, just as Stalin had 
hunted down Zinoviev’. Rykov had said at the Central Com¬ 
mittee that ‘the Trotskyists regarded it as their main task to 
prexent a victory of the right wing’. 'Frotsky replied that this 
was indeed the Opposition’s main task.^ 

Among the 'Froiskyists the conciliators were completely isola¬ 
ted for the mojnent. ‘Where is Stalin's left course?' the dej^oi te(‘s 
exultantly demanded of Radek and Prt'obrazhensky. Tt was all 
a flash in the pan. But this was enough for you to try and throw 
ox'crboard our old and well-tested ideas and views and 10 urge 
us to coneilialc thcj Stalinists!’ Once again tliey saw Stalin's 
ascendancx' as a mere incident in the fundamental struggle 
between ihcmselxes and the Bukharinists; and they beliexTd 
exen more ardently than before that all Bolshexiks who had 
remained faithful to the revolution would soon sec the issiuvs in 
this light, as a conflict essentially between right and left, and 
xvould opt for the left. Stalin’s apparent discomfiture raised 
their hopes sky-high. ‘The day is not far off’, wrote as eminent a 
Trotskyist as Sosnovsky, ‘when the call for Trotsky’s return will 
resound throughout the xvorld.’^ 

In the middle of all this political excitement tragedy visited 
Trotsky’s family. Both his daughters, Zina and Nina, had been 
ill xvith consumption. The health of Nina, the younger of the 
txvo—she was twenty-six—broke down after the imprisonment 
and deportation of Nevclson, her husband. The news reached 
Trotsky in th(‘ spring, during a fishing exp(idition. He was not 
yet fully aware of the gravity of Nina’s illness; but he spent the 

' ^TuUkiye Plenum i Prava OpasmsV in The Archives, 

^ See Sosnovsky’s letter to Rafail of 24 August in The Archives. 
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next weeks in anxiety and worry. He knew that both his daughters 
and their children lived in utter poverty, that they could not 
count on the help of friends, and that Zina, herself wasted by 
consumptive fever, spent her days and nights at Nina’s bed. 
‘Am aggrieved’, he telegraphed her, ‘that cannot b(; with 
Ninushka to help her. Communicate her condition. Kisses for 
both of you. Papa.’ Again and again he asked for nc^w's but re¬ 
ceived no answer. He wrote to Rakovsky begging him to make 
inquiries in Moscow'. Finally, he learned that Nina had died on 
q June. Much later he received the last letter she had written 
him—it had been on the way and held up by the censors for 
o\'er ten WTcks. It was a painful thought for Trotsky that on her 
death-bed she Jiad waited for his answer in vain. He mourned 
lier as ‘an ardent revolutionary and member of the Opposition’ 
as well as a daughter; and to her memory he devoted the 
Critique of the Comintern’s programme on wdiich he had been 
w orking at the time of her death. 

Messages of condolence from many deporttres w'cre still arriv¬ 
ing at Alma Ata wdien another blow caused Trotsky much 
sorrow and grief. After Nina’s death Zina had intended to go to 
.Mrna Ata. Her husband too had been deported and she had 
strained her health in nursing her sister. From w eek to week she 
delayed the journey until new^s reached Alma Ata that she w as 
dang('rously ill and unable to travel. Her malady w^as aggravated 
by a severe and protracted nervous disorder; and she w as not to 
rejoin her father before his banishment from Russia. 

A family reunion, nevertheless, occurred at the dacha outside 
Alma Ala, w hen Sergei arrived to spend his holiday there. AVith 
him came Lyova’s wife and child. They stayed only a few Aveeks; 
and this was an anxious and mournful reunion. 

After the ‘rightw^ard turn’ of official policy, the extreme and 
irreconcilable Trotskyists had the upper hand in nearly all the 
centres of the Opposition. The mass of deportees would not even 
hear of any attempt at narrowing the gulf between themselves 
and the Stalinists. However, the extreme irrcconcilables had 
no spokesmen of Preobrazhensky’s and Radek’s authority and 
ability. Their views were formulated by men like Sosnovsky, 
Dingelstcdt, Elzin, and a few others who expressed a mood 
rather than any definite political ideas. 
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Of this group Sosnovsky was the most gifted and articulate; 
and when he confidently asserted that ‘the cry for Trotsky's 
return will soon resound throughout the world’ he express(‘d the 
fervid hope of many of his comrades. He was Trotsky’s trusted 
friend and one of the most effective Bolshevik journalists, very 
popular far outside the ranks of the Opposition. But he was no 
political leader or theorist. He was distinguislu'd as a chronicler 
of Bolshevik Russia and a sharp-eyed critic of morals and 
manners. A rebel by temperament, animated by an intense 
hatred of inequality and injustice, he indignantly watched the 
rise, in the workers’ stale, of a privileged bureaucracy. He 
pungently exposed its greed and corruption (the iiarcin-cum- 
motor-car-factor), its snobbery and its upstart ambition to 
assimilate itself to the old bureaucracy and aristocracy and to 
intermarry with them. He felt only distaste for those who could 
even think of any conciliation with the ruling group. He w^as in 
this respect poles apart from Radek. It was to Sosnovsky that 
Radek had written that he could not believe that all that was 
left of Lenin’s party w’as a mere handful of righteous Opposition¬ 
ists—to Sosnovsky the Opposition w^as indeed the sole guardian 
of the heritage of October. Nothing characterizes him more 
strikingly than a letter he wrote to Vardin, his old comrade, who 
had together with Safarov deserted the Opposition and ‘capitula¬ 
ted’. Merciless in contempt, Sosnovsky recalled an old Jewush 
funeral custom w'hich required that when a dead man W'as 
brought to the cemetery, his synagogue associates should shout 
into his ears: ‘So-and-So, Son of So-and-So, know that thou art 
dead!’ He, Sosnovsky, now shouted this into the ear of his 
old comrade, and he would shout it into the ear of every 
capitulator. Distrustfully he watched Radek’s evolution, won¬ 
dering whether he ought not to shout these w^ords into Radek’s 
ear as well.* 

The other spokesmen of this wing of the Opposition were 
younger men of lesser stature. Dingclstcdt w'as a promising 
scholar, a sociologist and economist; a Bolshevik since 1910, 
distinguished as an agitator in the Baltic Fleet in 1917, he was 

* About the same time Radek also wrote to Vardin; and his and Sosnovsky's 
letters make a curious contrast. I'his was in May when Radek had only just begun 
to develop the conciliatory mood. He chided Vardin, but he did this gently and 
sympathetically and was far from treating the capitulator as *mor^ly dead’. 
Radek’s and Sosnovsky’s letters are in The Archives. 
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Still in his early thirties. Elzin had been one of Trotsky's gifted 
secretaries. These men were not sure whether Trotsky himself 
was not showing signs of vacillation. I'hus Dingelstedt WTotc to 
him that ‘some comrades wen* gravely disturbed’ by his opinion 
that Stalin’s left course w^as ‘an indubitable step in our direction’ 
and that the Opposition should ‘support it unconditionally’.* 
I’hey also reproached Trotsky lor the ‘indulgence’ with which 
he treated Radek and Preobrazhensky. Nor did they share 
Trotsky’s hope for a relbrm in tlu! party and the revival in it of 
proletarian democracy. 

Thus, while at on<‘ extreme the Opposition included those 
Avho were more and inort! anxious to come to terms with their 
persecutors, its other extnmie became almost indistinguishable 
from the followers of W Smirnov and Sapronov, the J)(‘cemists, 
and the remnants of the Workers’ Opposition. These ‘ultra-left’ 
groups, we remember, had acet'ded to the Joint Opposition in 
1926; but then they left it or were expelled. In the places of 
deportation their adherents mingled with the Trotskyists and 
endlessly argued with them. They carried the ideas of the 
Trotskyists to extreme conclusions, which were sometimes logical, 
sometimes absurd, and sometimes absurd in their ver)- logicality. 
In an exaggerated manner they expressed all the emotions that 
stirred in Trotskyist hearts, even if many of Trotsky’s reasonings 
were above their heads. They therefore occasionally said things 
which Trotsky at first indignantly rejected only to take them up 
and say them at a later stage. They criticizt d Trotsky for 
indecision and pointed out that it was hopeless to count on a 
democratic reform in the party. (It was to take Trotsky an¬ 
other five or six years to reach the same conclusion.) The party 
led by^ Stalin was ‘a stinking corpse’, \\ Smirnov w rote in 1928. 
He and his adherents maintained that Stalin was the victorious 
chief of the Russian Thermidor, w hich had occurred as far back 
as 1923, and the authentic leader of the kulaks and of the men 
of property at large. They denounced the Stalinist regime as a 
‘bourgeois democracy’, or ‘a peasant democracy’, w^hich only a 
new proletarian revolution could overthrow. ‘The liquidation in 
1923 of inner-party democracy and proletarian democracy at 
large’, Smirnov wrote, ‘has proved to be a mere prologue to the 

* S(.T 1 Hrigflstoclt’s letters to Trotsky ol'K July and J4 August i in The Auhives. 
Also his kttrr to Radek of 22 August. 
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development of a peasant-kulak democracy.’^ Sapronov held that 
‘bourgeois parties are already legally organizing themselves in this 
country'—and this in 1928!- They thus accused Stalin of restoring 
capitalismjusl when he was about to destroy pri\'ate farming, the 
main potential breeding ground of capitalism in Russia; and of 
favouring a bourgeois multi-party regirnejust wlum he was driving 
the single-parly system to its ultimate conclusion and establishing 
himself as the single leader. This was Quixotry indeed. An element 
ofit might be found in Trotsky too, but his r(*alism and self-disci¬ 
pline kept it in check. V. Smirnov, Sapronov, and their follow ers 
wTi'c held back by no such inhibitions when tliey threw themselves 
on the windmills of Stalin's 'kulak-democracy'; and some of Trot¬ 
sky’s younger and unreasoning followers were lempt(*d to join 
them, especially after the ‘liquidation of the lell course’ in July had 
momentarily given the w indmills the slightest semblance of a 
foe on the move. ' 

Amid all these cross-currents Trotsky did what he could to 
prevent the Opposition from falling to pieces. He saw- its dis¬ 
sensions as a conflict betw^een tw^o generations of Oppositionists, 
a clash between ‘fathers and sons’, the former o\'er-ripe and 
w^eary with knowledge and experience, the latter full of innocent 
ardour and audacity. He himself felt with both, understood 
both, and was apprehensive of both. He had forebodings about 
Radek and Preobrazhensky: in their mood and reasonings he 
discerned the impulses that were to lead them to capitulation. 
But he was wary of alienating them; he gave them the benefit of 
the doubt; and he defended them from abuse by over-zealous 
Trotskyists. Patiently but firmly he argued with the two men: he 
granted them that there w^as truth in w hat they said about the left 
course and the changing outlook of the country; but he begged 
them not to draw rash conclusions and not to exaggerate the 
chances of any genuine conciliation with Stalinism. At the same 
time he tried to curb the extremists on the other side, telling them 

* The quotation is from a Decemist essay '‘Pod 2 ^mya Lenina\ the authorship of 
which Trotsky ascribes to V. Smirnov. The Archives, 

^ See Sapronov's statement of i8 June, addressed to an unknown friend, in 
The Archives, 

* Trotsky described those who shared V. Smirnov’s and Sapronov's views as the 
lunatic fringe of anti-Stalinism, but he favoured co-operation with the more 
moderate Decemists, such as Rafail, V. Kossior, Drobnis, and Boguslavsky. Sec his 
circular letter on the Decemists of 22 September 1928 in The Archives, 
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lliai ilu'y \M‘iv taking an over-confjclcnt view of the Opposition's 
prospects and were courting disillusionment: they should not ima¬ 
gine that the latest att(*nipt at appeasing the kulaks was ‘Stalin’s 
last word' whicli could be followed only by the ‘inevitable collapse’ 
of the Stalinist regime. I'he outlook, as her saw it, was far more 
complex: it was impossible to be sure what might emerge from 
the cauldron. At any rate, although he had said that ‘the party will 
still need us’, he was far less confident than Sosnovsky that ‘the 
call for'I’rotsky’s rc'turn will soon resound throughout the world’.^ 

He endeavour(‘d to maintain the Opposition’s unity on the 
ground of a ‘sustained and uncompromising struggle for inner 
])arty reform’. His adamant rejection of‘illusions about a rap- 
prochentent with Stalinism’ commended his attitude to the young 
irreconcilables, while his emphasis on inner party reform pro¬ 
vided the link between himself and the conciliators. He rc'pudia- 
t< d the ‘wholly negative and sterile’ Decemist attitiid(‘ towards 
ih(‘ party; and he sought to counteract the nostalgic hankering 
after the party, the creeping feeding of isolation, and the sense 
of their own uselessness to whic h the older Oppositionists tended 
to succumb. He tried to rekindle the sense of mission - the con- 
\*iction that even in exile they still spoke for the mute working 
class, that what they said still mattered, and that sooner or later 
it would reach the working class and the party. This conviction, 
he added, should not induce self-righteousness or arrogance in 
the Opposition: although it alone stood consistently for the 
Marxist and I.eninist tradition, it must not dismiss all its adver- 
saric's as worthless—indeed, it must not assume that all that had 
been left of Lenin’s party was a few thousand Oppositionists. 
The Opposition was right in exposing the party’s ‘bureaucratic 
degeneration’; but even in this a sense of proportion was neces¬ 
sary, because there \verc ‘various degrees of degeneration’; and 
there were still many uncorrupted and sound elements in the 
j)arty. ‘Stalin has owed his position not only to the terror exer¬ 
cised by th(‘machine, but also totheconfidenceorsemi-confidence 
of a section of Bolshevik workers.’ With those wwkei's the Op¬ 
position must not lose touch—to them it must appeal.^ 

* See Trotsky's letter to ‘V. D.* (Elzin?) of 30 August 1928. 

* See his circular letter on the Opposition's differences with the Decemists of 
11 November 1928 and also his letters of if, July, 20 August, 2 October, and 10 
November, dealing with the same subject. 

B 7527 F f 
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Trotsky’s finely balanced interventions were not always w<‘ll 
received. The ultra-radicals went on carping at his leniency 
towards the conciliators, while Preobrazhensky and Radck 
reproached him with countenancing the ‘Decemist attitude’ of 
those Trotskv ists who behaved as if the Opposition were a new 
party, not a faction of the old. The estrangement between the 
groups grew continually. But as long as Trotsky remained at 
Alma Ata and from there exercised his influence, and as long as 
Stalin’s policy, being in a state of suspense, did not further 
accentuate the Opposition’s dilemmas, Trotsky succeeded in 
preventing the various sets of his followers from straying too far 
apart and scuttling the Opposition. 

In these trying circumstances he found the strongest moral 
support in Rakovsky. Their old and close friendship had now 
acquired a new depth of affection, intimacy, and intellectual 
concord. After his great career as head of the Bolshcn ik govern¬ 
ment in the Ukraine and diplomat, Rako\ sky worked at Astra¬ 
khan, the place of his exile, as a minor oflicial of the local 
Gosplan. His correspondence with Trotsky and c)c-witness 
accounts give impressive evidence of th(‘ stoical calm with which 
he bore his fortune and of the intensity and range of his intel¬ 
lectual work in exile.* In the wanderers bag he had brought to 
Astrakhan the works of Saint-Simon and Enfantin, of many 
French historians of the revolution, and of Marx and Engels, 
Dickens’s novels, and classics of Russian literature. In the first 
weeks of deportation Cervantes was his fav ourite reading, Tn a 
situation like this’, he WTOte to Trotsky, ‘I go back to Don Qjiixoie 
and find enormous satisfaction.’ Longing for his native Dobrudja, 
he reread Ovid. Concerned with economic planning in the 
Astrakhan area, he assiduously studied the ‘geological profiles’ 
of the Caspian steppes; and describing this work to Trotsky, he 
interspersed his remarks with references to Dante and Aristotle. 
Above all, he was eagerly restudying the French Revolution;^ 

* Louis Fischer, who visited Rakovsky at Astrakhan, relates that he once saw 
him employed by local authority to act as an interpreter to a proup of American 
tourists. Rakovsky looked worn and haggard and, when he had finisherd interpret¬ 
ing, the American visitors tried to tip him. With a polite gfrsture, lialf-sad and 
half-amused, Rakovsky withdrew. 

* As Ambassador in Paris Rakovsky had done much to promote the study by 
Soviet historians of the archives of the French Revolution, in which he himself 
took a close interest. Among the books he took with him into exile and cherished 
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;nid hr wrote i\ Life of Saint-Simon. He reported to Trotsky on the 
progress of his work and quoted to him Saint-Simon’s predic¬ 
tions about Russia and the United States as the two antagonistic 
giants of the future (predictions which are less known but more 
original than those made by Tocqucvillc later). Grumbling 
about the effect of age on his memory and imagination—he was 
lifty-five at the time ol‘ deportation—he nevertheless worked 
‘with (‘Tiormouszest —avecardeurV With ahintofpaternal tender¬ 
ness, he urged Trotsky not to spend his energy and talents on 
current affairs only: Tt is extremely important that you should 
also choose a large subject, something like my Saint-Simon, which 
would compel you to take a fresh look at many issues and re-read 
many things from a definite angle.’* He procured for Trotsky 
books and periodicals which could not be obtained at Alma Ata. 
He kept in touch with Trotsky’s children in Moscow, and shared 
in the family’s sorrows. Politically, he supported Trotsky against 
both conciliators and ultra-radicals; and to no one of the leaders 
of the Opposition was Trotsky attached as strongly as h(' was to 
Ghristian Georgevich.^ 

Rako\^sky’s political temperament was in many respects differ¬ 
ent from Trolsky's. He did not, of course, possess Trotsky’s 
powers of thought, passion, and expression, nor his tempestuous 
energy. But he had a very clear and penetrating mind; and 
perhaps also a greater capacity for philosophical detachment. 
For all his devotion to the Opposition, he was less of a partisan, 
at least in the sense that his views transcended in their largeness 
the Opposition’s immediate aims and tactics. Convinced of the 
Opposition’s rightness and its ultimate vindication, he was far 
less confident about its chances of political success. He stood 
back and took in the immense picture of the re\ olution and 
grasped clearly the tragic motif that ran through it and affected 
all the warring factions. That motif was ‘the inevitable disintegra¬ 
tion of th(‘ party of revolution after its victory’. 

He developed this idea in his ‘Letter to Valentinov,’ an essay 
which caused a stir in the Trotskyist colonies in the summer of 

greatly was a vopy c»l Anlard's flistoirepolitique de la Revolution Fran^aise dedicated tt) 
him by the author. 

* Sec Rakovsky’s letter to Trotsky of 17 February 1928 in Bulleten Oppozitsii. 
*>'• 35 - 

^ ‘To Christian Gcorgevich Rakovsky, Fighter, Man, and Friend* Trotsky had 
dedicated his Literature and Revolution. 
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1928.‘ How is one 10 iu eount, Rakovsky ask<‘d, lor tli(‘ abysmal 
wickedness and moral depravity which liad r(‘Vi*aled itself in the 
Bolshevik parly, a p;iriy thai had consisied ol honest, (h'dicated, 
and courageous re\ olulionaries? It was not enougli to blame the 
ruling group or the buiwiueracy’. M1ie d('(‘per cause was 'the 
apathy of the masses and the indilfenaice of the v ictorious work¬ 
ing class after the revolution’. Trotsky had jrointed tf) Russia’s 
backwardness, the numerical weakness of the working class, isola¬ 
tion, and capitalist encirclement as the factors responsible lor the 
‘bureaucratic degeneration’ of state and ])arly. 'fo Rakov sky 
this explanation was valid but insiiflicient. He argued that even in 
a most advanced and thoroughly industrialized nation, even in 
a nation c onsisting almost entirely of workers and surrounded 
only by socialist states, the masses might, after the n volution, 
succumb to apathy, abdicate their right to sha])r their own lili*, 
and enable an arbitrary bun^aucraey to usurp power. This, he 
said, was the danger inherent in any victorious revolution it 
was the ‘professional risk’ of government. 

Rc\T)lution and civil war are as a ruh^ followed by the social 
decomposition of the revolutionaiy edass. The Trench I’hird 
Estate disintegrated after it had triumphc'd over the? anden 
regime. Class antagonisms in its midst, the conflicts l)etwc(*n 
bourgeois and plebeian, destroyed its unity. But even socially 
homogeneous groups were split because of tlie 'functional special¬ 
ization’ of their members, some of whom became thcr new rulers 
while others remained among the ruled. ‘The function adjusted 
its organ to itself and changed it.’ Because; of the disintegration of 
the Third Estate, the social basis of the revolution narrowed and 
power was exercised by ever fewer ])eople. Election was replaced 
by nomination. This process had been we ll advanced even bcfoi e 
the Therniidorian coup \ it was Robespierre who had furthered it 
and then became its victim. First it was the exasperation of th(‘ 
people with hunger and miseiy that did not allow the Jacobins 
to trust the fate of the revolution to th(‘ popular voK*; then 
Jacobin arbitrary and terroristic rule drove the people into 
political indifference; and this enabled the Thennidorians to 
destroy Robespierre and th<; Jacobin party. In Russia similar 
changes had occurred in the ‘anatomy and physiology’ of the 

* The text of ihc letter, written on 2 August 1928, is in The Archives, X'alriitiiuiv 
iiad been editor in chief of Ttud and was exiled as a Trotskyist. 
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working cL'iss and had led lo similar results: llic abolition of the 
eleclive system; th(‘ concentration of power in very few hands; 
and the replaceinciit of* r(‘prcscntati\ (r bodies by liierarchics ol’ 
nominees. 'I’hc Holshcvik ])arty was split betw(‘en rulers and 
ruled; it disitio graled; and it changed its character so much that 
"the BoIsh(‘vik ol icjiy would hardly recognize himself in the 
Bolshevik ()l 

A deep and shocking a])aihy still j^iralysed the working class. 
I 'nlike IVotsky, Rakovsky did not think liial it was th<' workers' 
pressun that had fon ed Stalin to embark upon tlur ‘Ic'ft c:ours('\ 
This was a l)nri‘auciatic operation carried out e\c:lusivcly frouj 
al)o\ e. 'file rank and lile had no initiative and was all too little 
eager to defend its lit ed<»ms. Rakovsky re called one of Babetif s 
sayings in I7<)4: ' I'o re-e«.lucate the p(‘opl(‘ in the love of liberty 
is more dilUrult lhan t(» con(|uer lilxaty.' Babeuf rais(*d th<‘ 
battle-cry: "Liberly and an Ehcied (lommune!'; but his cry fell 
on dt'af ears. Th<* Frencli had ‘unlearned' freedom. It was to 
lakt' them thirty-sexen years, from 1793 to 1830, before they n'- 
learncd it, rt'i (»v(*i\‘d I'rom apathy, and ros(* in another revolu¬ 
tion. Rakovsky did no! (‘xplicitly post‘ the question whicli 
sugg(‘sted itself: how long would it take the Russian masses to 
regain their political vitality and vigour? But his argument 
implied that a ]:)olitical revh'al could occur in Russia only in a 
relalix ely remote futur(‘, after great change's had taken place in 
socieiy, and after the working class had grown, developed, 
become reintcgratetl, and had recox’CK'd from many shocks 
and disillusionments. He ‘confessed’ that he had never expected 
early political triumphs for the Opposition; and lu* concluded 
that tlie Opposition should (lin’d its elTorls mainly towards the 
long-term political education of the working class. In this respect, 
he said, the Ojq^ositimi had not done or attempted to do much, 
although it had done more than the ruling group; and it should 
ketqj in mind that ‘political ediuation b(’ars fruit only very 
slowly". 

7 ’he uns])ok(m eonelusion was that iJie Opposition had little 
chance, if any, to influence the course of events in its time, al¬ 
though it could confidently look forward to its ultimate, per¬ 
haps posthumous, vindication. Rakovsky threw' into relief the 
Oppositioifs basic predicament: its position between a demora¬ 
lized, treacherous, and tyrannical bureaucracy on the one side, 
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and a hopelessly apathetic and passive working class on the other. 
‘I think', he emphasized, ‘that it would be utterly unrealistic to 
expect any inner-party reform based on th(! bureaucracy.’ Yet 
he anticipated no regenerative movement iVorn the masses 
(‘ither, for many years to come. It followed (although Rakovsky 
did not say it) that the bureaucracy, such as it was, would re¬ 
main, perhaps for d(‘cades, the only force capable ol* initiative 
and action in the reshaping of Soviet society. The Opposition 
was bound by its principles to persist in irreducible hostility to¬ 
wards the bureaucracy; but it could not effectively appeal against 
it to the people. Consequently, it could not play any practical 
part in the evolution of party and state; and it was eliminated in 
advance from the great historic process by which .Soviet society 
was presently to be transformed. It could only hope to work for 
the future mainly in the field of ideas. 

A conclusion of this kind, implicit in Rakovsky’s ‘liCttcir to 
Valentinov', may in certain situations satisfy a small circle of 
theorists and ideologues; but it spells the death sentence for any 
political movement. Rakovsky viewed th(! course' of the revolu¬ 
tion and the Opposition’s prospects with cool, profound insight 
and stoical equanimity. ?so such detachment or equanimity 
could b(’ expected from the several thousand Oppositionists w^ho 
read the ‘Letter to Valentinov’. Whether workers or intellectuals, 
they were practical revolutionaries and fighters, passionately 
interested in the immediate outcome of their struggle and in the 
upheavals which were shaking and shaping their nation. They 
had joined the Opposition as a political movememt, not as a 
coterie of philosophers or ideologues; and they wished it to 
triumph as a political movement. Even the most heroic and selfless 
rebels or revolutionaries struggle as a rule for objectives which 
they believe to be in some measure within the reach of their 
generation -only few and very exceptional men, thinkers, can 
fight for a prize which history may award them posthumously. 

The mass of the Oppositionists had striven to strengthen the 
socialist sector of the Soviet economy, to further industrializa¬ 
tion, to revive the spirit of internationalism, and to restore some 
freedom within the party. They could not bring themselves to 
believe that these objectives were for them unattainable. They 
had already found out that they could not attain them by them¬ 
selves, and that they had to look either to the masses or to the 
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bureaucracy for help. They could not accept the view that it 
was hopeless to look to either. To exist politically, they had to 
believe either that the masses would sooner orlater rise against tli<‘ 
bureaucracy, or that the bun^aucracy would, for its own reasons, 
carry out many of the reforms for which the Opposition stood. 
The radical Trotskyists looked to the masses; the conciliators to 
the ruling group or to a section of it. Each of these hopes was 
illusorx", but not to the same extent. There was no sign in the 
country ol' any spontaneous mass movement in favour of the 
Opposition's objet:tives. But the btireaueracy was clearly in fer¬ 
ment; it was divided against itself over such issues as industrial¬ 
ization anti peasant policy. The conciliators saw that on these 
issues the Stalinist faction had, after all, moved closer to the 
Opposition; and this encouraged tlnun to expect that it might 
move closer in other respects as well. The fact that the bureau- 
eraey was the only forct; showing eirective social initiati\e in¬ 
duced the hope that the bureaucracy might even restore freedom 
to the party. The alternative was too gloomy to contemplate: 
it was tliat inner-party freedom and proletarian democracy at 
larg<* w'ere bound to remain empty dreams for a long time 
to come. 

Trotsky w’as greatly impressed by Rakovsky’s views and com¬ 
mended them to the Opposition; but he missed, so it seems, some 
of their deeper and relatively pessimistic implications. In Trotsky 
the detached thinker and the active political leader were now at 
loggerheads. The thinker accepted an analysis from w'hich it 
followed that the Opposition w’as virtually doomed as a political 
movement. The leader could not even consider such a conclu¬ 
sion, let alone reconcile himself to it. The theorist could admit 
that Russia, like France before her, had ‘unlearned freedom’ and 
might not relearn it before the rise of a new generation. The 
man of action had to banish this prospect from his mind and try 
and give his followers a practical purpose. The thinker could 
run ahead of his time and work for the verdict of posterity. The 
chief of the Opposition had to go back to his time, live in it, and 
believe with his followers that they had a great and constructive 
part to play in it. Both as thinker and political leader, Trotsky 
refused to contemplate his country in isolation from the world. 
He remained convinced that the worst predicament of Bolshe¬ 
vism lay in its isolation and that the spread of revolution to other 
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countries would help the peoples of the Soviet Union to relearn 
freedom much earlier than they could olher\visc do. 

Late in the summer of 1928 startling news, coming from 
clandestine Trotskyist circles in Moscow, reached Alma Ata. It 
brought detailed evidence that Stalin was about to resume th(‘ 
left course and that the breach between liis faction and Bu¬ 
kharin's was complete and irreparable^. Moreover, the reports 
from Moscow claimed that both the Biikharinisis and tlu? Stalin¬ 
ists mooted an alliance with the Left Opposition and that both 
were already vying for Trotskyist and Zinovievist support. It 
looked indeed as if the cry for Trotsky’s return was about to go 
up, after all. 

The Moscow Trotskyists were in fairly close contact with 
Kamenev, who gave them an account of talks he had had with 
Sokolnikov during the July session of the Central Committee. 
Sokolnikov, still a mtanber of the Committee and himself soitk*- 
thing of a semi-Bukharinist and semi-Zinovievist, appi'art'd to 
entertain the hope of forming a coalition of right and left against 
the Stalinist centre; and he himself tried to act as go-between. 
He related to Kamenev that Stalin had boasted at the Central 
Committee that in the struggle against the Bukharinists he would 
soon have the Trotskyists and Zinovievists on his side, and that 
indeed he had them ‘in his pocket’ already. Bukharin was dis¬ 
mayed. Through Sokolnikov he implored the Left Opposition to 
refrain from assisting Stalin and even suggested joint action 
against Stalin. However, the July session of the (Central Com¬ 
mittee ended with Bukharin’s seeming success, or rather with a 
compromise between him and Stalin. But shortly thereafter ihvy 
were at loggerheads again; and Bukharin secretly met Kamenev 
in Sokolnikov’s presence. He told Kamenev that both he and 
Stalin wTre going to be compelled to turn to the Left Opposition 
and try and make common cause with it. Bukharinists and 
Stalinists still were afraid of appealing to their former enemies; 
but both knew that this course would become ‘inevitable within 
a couple of months’. It was, in any case, certain, Bukharin said, 
that the expelled and deported Oppositionists would soon be 
recalled to Moscow and reinstated in the party.* 

* The reports of the Moscow Trotskyists arc in The Archives. The account ol 
Sokolnikov's talks with Kamenev is dated 11 July 1928; and that of the inerting 
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Of his meeting with Bukharin, Kamenev wrote a detailed 
account for Zinoviev wlio was still in semi-exile at Voronezh; 
and this account allows us to reconstruct the scene with its 
peculiar colour and atmosphere. The Bukharin closeted with 
Kamc'iicv and Sokolnikov was a very different man from the one 
who had only seven months earlier, at the fifteenth congress, 
h(‘Ipcd to crush the Opposition. There was no trace in him now 
of that earlier self-confident and bragging Bukharin who had 
mocked Kamenev for 'leaning on MVolsky' and whom Stalin 
had congratulated for ‘slaughtering’ the leaders of tlie Oppositirin 
‘instead of arguing with them’. He arriv(‘d at Kamenev’s home 
sicalthily, terrified, pale, trembling, looking over his shoulders, 
and talking in whispcTS. He lx\gan by begging Kamenev to tell 
no one of their mee ting and to make no mention of it in writing 
and over the telephoiK' because they were both spied upon by 
the G.IM'. Broken in spirit, he had come to ‘lean’ on his old 
adversary who was himself morally crippled. Panic made his 
speech partlyincohcrent. Without pronouncing Stalin’s name lie 
repealed obsessiv(‘Iy: "lie will slay us’, ‘//r is the new' Genghiz 
Khan’, 'He will strangle us’. On Kamenev Bukharin already 
made ‘the impression of'a. doomed man’. 

Bukharin confirmed that the crisis in the leadership had been 
caused by the conflict between government and peasantry. In 
the first halfof tlu’ year, he said, the G.P.U. had had to quell 150 
sporadic and widely scattered peasant rebellions—to such des¬ 
pair had Stalin’s emergency measures driven the muzhiks. In 
July the C’enlral Committee w’as so alarmed that Stalin had to 
feign a retri-at: he revoked t(‘mporarily the emergency measures 
but he did so only in order to wxakcn the Bukharinists and to 
prepare himself better for a new attack. Since then he had suc¬ 
ceeded in winning over to his side A^oroshilov and Kalinin, w-ho 
had been in sympathy w^iih the Bukharinists; and this had given 
him a majority in the Politbureaii. Stalin, so Bukharin related, 
w-^as now ready for the final offensive against private farming. 
He had adopted Preobrazhensky’s idea and argued that only by 
‘exploiting’ the peasantry could socialism proceed with primitive 

between Hukharin and Kamenev beans the date ot‘ 11 August. A lurther report on 
a meeting between the Tmtskyists and Kamenev is of 22 September. The account 
of the talk between Kamenev and Bukharin was clandcsiincly circulated by the 
IVotskyists in Moscow' a few moiitlis later, at the time of Trotsky's deportation 
IVom Russia. 
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accumulation in Russia, because, unlike early capitalism, it 
could not develop through the exploitation of colonics and with 
the help of foreign loans. From this Stalin drew the conclusion 
(which Bukharin characterized as ‘illiterate and idiotic’) that 
the further socialism advanced, the stronger would popular 
resistance to it become, a resistance which only ‘firm leadership’ 
could hold down. ‘This meant a police state’, Bukharin com¬ 
mented ; but ‘Stalin will stop at nothing’; ‘his policy is leading us 
to civil war; he will be compelled to drown rebellions in blood’; 
and ‘he will denounce us as the defenders of the kulak'. The 
party was on the brink of an abyss: if Stalin were to win, not a 
shred of freedom would be left, .^nd again: 'He will slay us',‘Hr 
will strangle us’. ‘The root of the evil is that party and state are 
so completely merged.’ 

This was the situation in which Bukharin resolved to appeal 
to the left Opposition. The old divisions, as he saw it, had be¬ 
come largely irrelevant: ‘Our disagreements with Stalin’, he 
said to Kamenev, ‘are far, far graver than those we have had 
with you,’ What w’as now at stake was no longer normal differ- 
ences of policy, but the prescr\-ation of party and state and the 
self-preservation of all of Stalin’s adversaries. Though the Left 
Opposition stood for an anti-kulak policy, Bukharin knew that 
it would not wish to pursue it by the reckless and bloody methods 
to which Stalin would resort. In any case, it was not ideas that 
mattered to Stalin: ‘He is an unprincipled intriguer w'ho sub¬ 
ordinates everything to his lust for power ... he knows only 
vengeance and . . . the stab in the back. . . .’ .And so Stalin’s 
opponents should not allow' their old differences over ideas to 
prevent them from joining hands in self-defence. 

Eager to encourage his would-be partnt:rs, Bukharin then 
enumerated the organizations and influential individuals whom 
he supposed to be ready to line up against Stalin. The workers’ 
hatred of Stalin, he said, was notorious: Tomsky, when he was 
drunk, whispered into Stalin’s car: ‘Soon our workers will start 
shooting at you, they will.’ At party cells members were so dis¬ 
gusted with Stalin’s lack of principles that, when the left course 
was initiated, they asked: ‘Why is Rykov still at the head of the 
Council of People’s Commissars, while Trotsky is exiled to Alma 
Ata?’ The ‘psychological conditions’ for Stalin’s dismissal were 
not yet ripe; but they were ripening, Bukharin claimed. True, 
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Stalin had won over Voroshilov and Kalinin; Ordjonikidzc 
who had come to hate Stahn had no guts; but Andreev, the 
Leningrad leaders - was Kirov one of them?—and Yagoda and 
Trillisser, the two deputy chiefs of the G.P.U., and others, were 
ready to turn against Stalin. Alleging that the two elTcctivc! 
chiefs of the G.P.U. were on his side, Bukharin nevertheless did 
not cease to speak in terror of the G.P.U.; his account of the 
forces that he could marshal against Stalin could not sound re¬ 
assuring to his interlocutor. 

A fcv\ weeks later the Mustuvite ’I’totskyists reported to Alma 
Ata on another meeting they had had with Kamenev. ‘Stalin 
is on the point of making overtures to the Left Opposition’—.so 
confident w'as Kamenev about this that he had already warned 
Zinoviev not to compromise their position by responding too 
eagerly to Stalin’s approaches. He held that a demuenunt was 
imminent; and he was ‘at one with Trotsky’ in thinking that 
Stalin's policy had antagonized the entire peasantry', not merely 
th«! kulaks, and that the tension had reached explosion point. 
Coascqucntly, a change in the party leadershij) w'as unavoidable: 
it 'was bound to occur even before the end of the year’. But 
Katnenev implored Trotsky to take a step w'hich would ease 
his re-entry' into the party. ‘Lev Davidovich should make a state¬ 
ment now', saying: “Call us back and let us work together.” But 
Lev Davidovich is stubborn. He will not do that; he will rather 
stay at Alma Ata until they send a special train to fetch him. 
But by the time they have made up their minds to send that 
train, the situation w'ill be out of hand and Kerensky will be 
ante portas.'' 

Stalin, however, did not make the direct approaches that 
Kamenev expected. Instead, he dropped many broad hints of a 
possible reconciliation; and he made sure that these hints reached 
Trotsky by roundabout ways. Thus he told a foreign, Asian, 
communist that he recognized that even in exile Trotsky and his 
followers had, unlike the Decemists, remained ‘on the ground of 
Bolshevik ideology’; and that he, Stalin, was only wondering 
how to bring them back at the earliest opportunity. Stalin’s 
entourage, Ordjonikidzc in particular, talked about Trotsky’s 

* Kamenev rcscnird Troisky's attacks on the capitulators; nevertheless he and 
Zinoviev intervened with Bukharin and Molotov on Trotsky’s behalf and protested 
against his being kept in exile in conditions detrimental to his health. 
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reinstatenicnl openly and freely; and at the sixth Comintern 
congress foreign delegations had been told in confidence to 
reckon \\'ith the possibility or even probability of a coalition 
between Stalin and Trotsky.* 

The s('ns(‘ of crisis had by now spread from the Russian party 
to the International. Despite a show of unanimity and official 
enthusiasm, the sixth congress was disappointed by Stalin's and 
Bukharin's joint conduct of the Internationars aflairs. Trotsky's 
Critique of the new programme had, in a censured version, be(‘ii 
circulated at llic congress, where, according to Trotsky's corn'- 
spondents, it made its impression.- Even those foreign com- 
munist leaders who passed as ardent Stalinists spoke, in privatr 
with disgust about the dogmas and rites Stalin had impos(‘d upon 
the Communist movement. Togliatti-Ercoli was rc'portt d to have 
complained about the unreality of the procc'cdings at the con¬ 
gress, the ‘dull and sad parad(‘S of loyalty', and the arrogance* f»r 
the Russian leaders. ‘'One felt like hanging oneself from sheer 
despair’, he allegedly said. ‘The tragedy is that one eaniiol speak 
the truth about the most important current issues. Wc dare not 
speak. . . .’ Togliatti found Trotsky's Critique ‘extraordinarily 
interesting . • • a very sensible analysis of socialism in om 
country ’. 'I'horez, the French leader, characterized the mood at 
the congress as one of‘uneasiness, discontent, and scepticism'; 
and he too approved much in Trotsky’s criticism of socialism in 
one country. ‘How has it happened’, he asked, ‘that we have 
been made to swallow this theory?’ Even if the Russian party 
had had to combat Trotskyism, it should not have acceptc'd 
Stalin’s dogma. He found the degradation of the International 
‘almost unbearable’. It was not possible to conceal from the 
congress the conflict between Stalin and Bukharin; and it was 
in this connexion that trusted foreign delegates were forewarned 
that, in the case of a definite breach with Bukharin, Stalin might 
consider it desirable or necessary to form a coalition with 
Trotsky. 

Similar reports continued to reach Alma Ata from many 
sides throughout August and September. Stalin himself was 

' Scr an niulattxl letter entitled ^Poflgotovkfi Kongtesa and other undatt‘d c:c)i ir- 
spondcnce from Moscow in The Archives. 

^ It was in this version that American Coniiiiunists brought The Cntique out of 
Russia and published it in the States in 1928. 
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iiiuloubtcdly still lending colour to the belief that he favoiin-*! 
I rotsky's imminent recall. In part this was deceit and ruse de micrre. 
By hinting that he was ready to make peace with Trotsky Stalin 
sought to intimidate Bukharin and Rykov, to confuse the Trotsky¬ 
ists and to make the conciliators among them even more ini- 
jtatient for conciliation than they were. But Stalin was not only 
bluffing. He could not yet be quite sure of the outcome of his 
show-down with Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky, and of his 
ability to cope simultaneously, and in the midst of a national 
etisis. with both oppositions, lelt and right. He worked tirelessly 
to bring both oppositions to their knees; but as long as he had not 
fully succeeded in this, he had to keep his door ajar to agreement 
with one of them. His position was already^ so much stronger 
than Bukharin’s that he had no need to make direct overtures. 
But he threw out ballons d'essai and he watched how Trotsky and 
his associates received them. 

Trotsky was w'cll prepared to meet some of these develop¬ 
ments; yet others caught him by surprise. The recrudescence in 
so dangerous a lorm of the conflict between town and country, 
the bn‘ach between Stalin and Bukharin, and the fact that the 
ey'es of some of his adversaries and of the capitulators were once 
again turned on himself—-all this corresponded to Trotsky’s ex- 
])ectations. He was still inclined to think that the Stalinist fac¬ 
tion would not be able to extricate itself and that it would be 
compelled to beg the I.eft Opposition to come to its rescue. He 
had repeatedly declared, in the most formal and solemn manner, 
that in such a situation the Opposition ‘would do its duty' and 
would not refuse co-operation. He now' reiterated this pledge. 
But he added that he spurned all ‘bureaucratic combinations’: 
he w’as not prepared to bargain behind the scenes for his scat in 
the Politburcau or to content himself with such share of control 
over the party machine as Stalin might offer him in extrmis. He 
and his associates, he declared, would re-enter the parly only on 
terms of proletarian democracy, resen’ing full freedom of ex¬ 
pression and criticism—and on the condition that the party 
leadership would be elected by the rank and file in secret ballot 
instead of being picked by caucusdom through the familiar 
intcrfactional contrivances.' 

Stalin’s situation, difficult though it was, was not so desperate 
* Sec, for instance, Trotsky's letter to S. A. (20 August 1928). 
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that he should accept Trotsky’s conditions. Trotsky expected, 
however, that it would deteriorate further and then the bulk of 
the Stalinist faction, with or without its leader, luiglit be com¬ 
pelled to seek agreement on his terms. As a matter of both 
principle and self-interest, he w’ould not contemplate any other 
terms—after all his experiences he would not rely on the favours 
of the ‘apparatus’. 

Meantime, however, Trotsky was confronted by an unexpect¬ 
ed turn of events. For ) ears he had not ceased to speak of the 
‘danger from the right’ and to warn the party against the de¬ 
fenders of the kulak and the Thermidorians. He had been pre¬ 
pared to form a ‘united front’ with Stalin against Bukliarin. But 
it was Bukharin who implored the Left Opposition to make 
common cause against Stalin, their common enemy and op¬ 
pressor. When Bukharin whispered in terror: ^He will strangle 
us —He will slay us’ Trotsky could not dismiss this as the imagin¬ 
ings of a befogged and panicky man—he himself had repeatedly 
spoken about the holocaust the ‘grave-digger of the revolution’ 
was preparing for the party. True, Bukharin’s appeal had come 
very late in the day, after he had helped Stalin to crush the 
Opposition and to destroy the party’s freedom. But he was not 
the first of Stalin’s adversaries to behave in this manner. Zino¬ 
viev and Kamenev had done the same; yet this had not pre¬ 
vented Trotsky from joining hands with them. Should he then 
spurn Bukharin’s outstretched hand? If Stalin was taking one 
leaf out of Trotsky’s book, the left course, Bukharin took an¬ 
other: he appealed to the Left Opposition in the name of pro¬ 
letarian democracy. Trotsky was in a quandary: he could not 
turn a deaf ear on Bukharin’s appeal without denying one of his 
own principles; and he could not respond to it without acting, 
or appearing to act, against another principle of his by which he 
w'as committed to support the left course. 

Seeking a way out, he took a more reserved attitude towards 
Stalin’s left course and became less emphatic in proclaiming the 
Opposition’s support for it. Quite apart from Bukharin’s ap¬ 
proaches, he had his own reasons for this. From all over the 
Soviet Union followers wrote to him about the terror Stalin had 
let loose on the country in the spring and early summer and 
about the ‘orgies of brutality’ to which he had subjected the 
middle and even the poor peasants. Officialdom tried to disclaim 
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responsibility by telling the peoj)lc that Trotskyist and Zinoviev- 
ist pressun* ** had provoked the drive against the peasants. Eveiy- 
thing indicated that, if and when Stalin resumed the lef t course, 
it would lead to a bloody cataclysm. Trotsky refused in advance 
to bear any share of responsibility for this. In August 1928, 
nearly a year before the ‘liquidation of the kulaks’ started, he 
wrote to his followers that although the Opposition had pledged 
itself to back the left course, it had never proposed to deal with 
the peasantry in the Stalinist manner. It had stood for higher 
taxes on the wealthy, for government support to the poor 
farmers, for an equitable and equable treatment of the middle 
ones, and for encouragement of voluntary collectivization —but 
not for a ‘left course’ of which the chief ingredient w^as ad¬ 
ministrative force and brutality. In judging Stalin’s policy ‘it 
was necessary to consider not only what he did but also how he 
(lid it’.* Trotsky did not suggest that the Opposition should not 
support the left course, but he stressed more than ever that it 
must combine support with severe criticism. He set his face 
against the conciliators who regained spirit from the latest 
e\'idence that the breach bctw(‘en Stalin and Bukharin was 
unhealed and that Stalin was about to nvsume the ‘drive against 
the kulak’. He rejected Kamenev’s promptings with scorn and 
contempt. He declan^d that he would do nothing to ‘ease’ his 
own re-entry into the party and that he would not beg his 
persecutors to recall him to Moscow. It was up to them to do so 
if they w'ished, but even then he would not cease to attack them 
and the capitulators as wtII.- 

This was Trotsky’s reply not only to Kamenev's suggestions, 
ljut also to Stalin’s vague and allusive blandishments. Concilia¬ 
tion between them was out of the question. He responded far 
more favourably to Bukharin’s appeal. He did this in “A Frank 
Talk with a Well-wishing Party-man’, a circular letter of 12 
S(‘ptember. The ‘well-w'ishing party-man’ was a Bukharinist 
who had written to Trotsky inquiring about his attitude tow^ards 

* See 'Trotsky’s leltr-r ol;}() August to Palatniko^', a ‘red protessor’, an economist, 
exiled to Aktiubinsk. In a Irticr to Rakovsky of 13 July Trotsky wrote that Radck 
and Preobrazhensky imagined that the Stalinist faction, haNdng moved leftwards, 
had only a Rightist tail* beliind it and should be pei*suaded to rid itself of it. Even if 
this were true, Trotsky remarked, it would help little: ‘an a])e freed of its tail is 
not yet a human being.* Th Archives. 

** ^Pismo DruzyanC of 21 October. 
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tli(! right wing, now the Right Opposition. Trotsky n-plicd that 
on major issues of industrial and social policy lh<’ gulf bctwc(Mi 
them was as wide as cx ct*. But he added that hr was ready to co¬ 
operate with the right for one purpose, namely, the restoration 
of inner-party democracy. If Rykov and Bukharin were prepared 
to work with the left in order to pre })are jointly an honestly 
elected and truly d('inocratic party congress, ht‘ favoured au 
agreement with them. 

This statement caused astonishment and even indignation in 
Trotskyist colonies. Many exiles, not only conciliators, protested 
against it and reminded Trotsky how often he himself had de¬ 
scribed coalitions of right and left directed against the centre 
as unprincipled, pernicious, and ri'sponsibh' for tlii* wrecking of 
more than one nwolution. Had 'rhermidor not been jirecisely 
such a combination of right and left/Jacobins nelariously united 
against Robespierre's centre? Had not the whole* conduct of the 
Opposition so far bet'ii (let(*rinini*(l by its readiness to coalesce, 
on conditions, witli the Stalinists against the Bukharinists, not 
vice versa? Had Trotsky himself not 8oli‘mnly reslatiTl this prin¬ 
ciple only quite recently, wh(*n he assui (*d the Communist Int(*r- 
nalional that tin* Left Opposition would never enter into any 
combination with those who opposed Stalinism from the riglit? 

Trotsky replied that he still viewed the Bukharinist right 
rather than the Stalinist centre as the ehiel antagonist. He had 
not proposed to Bukharin any coalition over issues of policy. 
But he saw no reason why they should not join hands for the one 
clearly defined purpose of re-establishing inner-party fn-edom. 
He was ready to 'negotiate with Bukharin in the same way that 
duellists parley through their seconds ov er the ruhts and regula¬ 
tions by w^hich they wall abide'.* The left could only wash to pur¬ 
sue its controv(*rsy with tin* right under rules of inner-party 
democracy; and if this w^as also w'hat the right wanted, nothing 
would be more natural than that they should collaborate in 
f>rdcr to make those rul(\s prevail. 

This plea carried little conviction with Trotsky's followers. 
They had been so much accustomed to see in Bukharin’s fac¬ 
tion their chief enemy that they could not contemplate any 
agreement with it. They had so long and so persistently assailed 

* See ‘A*fl ^loby Dnya* (no precise date), Trotsky's reply to his critics, in Thr 
Archives. 
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the Stalinists as the two-faced accomplices of the right that they 
were horrified to think that they themselves might appear as its 
accomplices. Nor could they accept Trotsky’s explanation that 
he had proposed to the Bukharinists only a technical arrange¬ 
ment, something like the fixing of regulations for a duel. For 
one thing, this was not a duel but a three-cornered fight, in 
which any agri^ement between two sides was automatically 
directed against the third. For another, inner-party democracy 
was a political problem par excellence with a bearing on all major 
issues. An alliance of right and left, no matter how limited its 
purpose, would, if successful, result in the overthrow of the 
Stalinist fiiction, and this after the latter had initiated the left 
course. The left course would be brought to an immediate stand¬ 
still. The sequel would hang on the uncertain outcome of the 
contest between right and left. If the right were to win, it would 
surely j^roclaim that neo-N.E.P., the danger of w^hich had 
haunted the Trotskyists. Gould they take such a risk? With the 
country on the brink of economic catastrophe and the peasantry^ 
in turmoil, should they expose the party to a convulsion in the 
course of which the Stalinists might be overthrown but the 
Bukharinists and the Trotskyists might be unable to resolve their 
diflercnccs democratically, let alone rule jointly? They might 
thus unwittingly ruin the party, and give anti-Bolshevik forces 
their opportunity. This would indeed be a classically Thermi- 
dorian situation, for it was precisely such a coalition of right and 
left, both exasperated by the terror, that had brought about 
Robespierre’s downfall. Was not Trotsky now playing with 
Thermidorian fire—he who had all these years w’^arned others 
against it? 

Trotsky and the Opposition were in an impasse. If any chance 
of self-preservation was left to them, that chance lay in a broad 
alliance of all anti-Stalinist Bolsheviks. Yet they could hardly 
hope that even such an alliance would save them. They had 
reason to fear that its outcome might be the end of the Bolshevik 
party. In considering for a while the idea of a coalition, both 
Trotsky and Bukharin were moved by a fleeting reflex of self- 
defence. Neither, however, could act on this reflex any further. 
Both factions were more anxious to preserve the party as it was 
than to preserve themselves; or else diey did not see clearly their 
inexorable dilemma. Undoubtedly, some of the leaders saw it. 

og 
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Kamenev’s account of his meeting with Bukharin contains these 
grim words: ‘Sometimes I say to Yefim: “Is not our situation 
hopeless? If our nation is crushed we arc crushed with it; and, 
if it extricates itself and Stalin changes course in lime, w'e are 
still going to be crushed.” ’ Radek, in a letter written to his com¬ 
rades, described the choice before them as a choice ‘between two 
forms of political suicide’—one which consisted in being cut off 
from the party, and the other in re-entering the party after hav¬ 
ing abjured one’s convictions.* 

Bukharin’s panicky offer of an alliance and Trotsky’s tenta¬ 
tive answer had therefore no sequel. The Bukharinists could not 
but react to their leader’s proposal with the same resistance with 
which the Trotskyists met their leader’s reply. They had seen 
their chief enemies in the Trotskyists and Zinovievists; and their 
most recent charge against Stalin was that he had become a 
crypto-Trotskyist (or, as Bukharin put it, that he had adopted 
Preobrazhensky’s ideas). How then could they themselves con¬ 
template a partnership with the Trotskyists? They knew that 
the latter and the Zinovievists viewed the left course with a 
sneaking sympathy—^Bukharin too must have inferred this from 
his talk with Kamenev. And if even the banished Trotskyists 
were frightened of the shock to which a right-left coalition 
might expose the parly, how much more must the Bukharinists 
have dreaded this prospect—they who had been in and of the 
ruling group and were still in it. They were dismayed by Stalin’s 
hints that if they misbehaved he would ally himself with 
Trotsky. They decided that they would not misbehave. They did 
not even try to carry the struggle against Stalin into the open as 
the Trotskyists and Zinovievists had done; or, if they did, they 
found that having robbed the Left Opposition of freedom of ex¬ 
pression they had also robbed themselves of it. Bukharin there¬ 
fore could not follow up his approaches or respond to Trotsky’s 
idea of a ‘limited agreement’. 

These developments strengthened the Trotskyist conciliators. 
Three of the most authoritative leaders of the Opposition in 
exile, Smilga, Serebriakov, and Ivan Smirnov, were now with 
Radek and Preobrazhensky. It was clear, they argued, that 
Stalin had not said *his last word’ in July when he appeared 
to yield to the kulak—^the left course was on. Trotsky had im- 

* The letter dated i6 September is in The Trotsky Archives, 
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plicitly admitted that the Left Opposition could not persist in 
splendid isolation and that it ought to look for allies; but its 
natural allies were the Stalinists, not the Bukharinists. This is 
not to say that the conciliators were happy about the manner in 
which Stalin dealt with the right opposition. ‘Today the regime 
strikes at Bukharin’, Smilga w'rote, ‘in the same way in which 
it struck at the Leninist Opposition . . . [the Bukharinists] are 
being strangled behind the back of the parly and the working 
class.’ But ‘the Leninist Opposition has no reason to express 
political sympathy lor the right because of this’: its watchword 
was still ‘Down with the Right!’* This had been Trotsky’s watch¬ 
word in the summer, but hardly in the autumn. The relations 
between him and the conciliators grew' tense and inimical. He 
was scarcely in touch with Preobrazhensky; and his correspon¬ 
dence with Radek became acrimonious and intermittent. Radek 
protested against Trotsky's scathing attacks on Zinoviev, 
Kamenev, and the other capitulatoi's. ‘It is ludicrous to think’, 
Radek wrote, ‘that they have sunendered only from cowardice. 
The fact that group after group one day speaks against capitula¬ 
tion and on the next day agrees to capitulate, and that this has 
happened repeatedly and many times shows that we are con¬ 
fronted here with a clash of principles and not merely with fear 
of repression.’^ It was true that the capitulators committed poli¬ 
tical suicide; but so also did those who had refused to capitulate. 
There remained only this hope that further shifts within the 
party and its further evolution towards the left would clear the 
air and enable the Left Opposition to re-enter the party with 
dignity. 

While he thus excused Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s motives, 
Radek circulated among his comrades a long treatise which he 
had written in refutation of Trotsky’s Permanent Revolution.^ 
He did not, however, send it to Trotsky, who received it second- 

* The quotation is from Sxnilga's 'Platfoma Pravovo Kryla VKP {b)* (23 October 
1928) which was a comment on Bukharin’s *Z^melki Ekonomista* which had 
appeared in Pravda on 30 September. (This was Buktiarin’s only public statement 
of his objections to the left course.) Smilga was also writing a book on Bukharin and 
Bukharinism, but it is not known whether he completed it. 

* See Radek’s circular letter to comrades of 16 September. 

’ The text of the treatise Razvitie i Lozunga Proletarshn DikUUwy 

(hitherto unpublished) is in The Trotsky Archives, In reply to this Trotsky wrote 
Perrnasmtrwya Pxmtulsia^ the most extensive historical-theoretical defence of his 
conception. 
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hand—^from Moscow. With an ironic reply to Radek Trotsky 
enclosed Radck’s own earlier writings in defence of Trotskyism, 
saying that there he would find the best rejoinder to his latest 
arguments.^ He did not yet suspect Radek of the intention to 
capitulate. He trusted that Radek’s sense of humour and Euro- 
pean-Marxist habits of mind would not allow him to go through 
a ‘Byzantine’ ritual of recantation. Still fond of the man and 
admiring him, Trotsky ascribed Radek’s behaviour to ‘moodi¬ 
ness’ and went on defending him and Preobrazhensky against 
the suspicions of the young irreconcilables.^ 

Even now all Oppositionists, conciliators and irrcconcilables 
alike, still looked to Trotsky as to their undisputed leader. Their 
feelings for him are best expressed in a protest which no other 
than Radek sent to the Central Committee in October, when 
news of a deterioration in Trotsky’s health greatly disturbed the 
exiles: 

Trotsky’s illness has brought our patience to an end [Radek 
wrote]. We cannot look on in silence while malaria wastes the strength 
of a fighter who has served the working class all his life and was the 
Sword of the October Revolution, If preoccupation with factional 
interests has extinguished in you all memories of a common revolu¬ 
tionary struggle, let intelligence and plain facts speak. The dangers 
against which the Soviet Republic is contending are piling up. . . . 
Only those who do not understand w-hat is needed in order to meet 
those dangers can remain indifferent towards the slow death of that 
fighting heart that is Comrade L. D. Trotsky. But those among you 
—^and I am convinced that they are not few—who think with dread 
of what the next day may bring . . . must say: Enough of this 
inhuman playing with Comrade Trotsky’s health and life!^ 


Since the summer Trotsky’s health had indeed deteriorated. 
He suffered again from malaria, severe headaches, and the 
chronic stomach infection which was to trouble him till the end 
of his days. Reports of his illness brought forth a spate of letters 

* Sec Trotsky’s letter to Radek of 20 October in The Archives, 

* Even many months later, towards the end of May 1929, in Prinkipo, Trotsky 
received the first news of Radek’s capitulation with the utmost incredulity and 
wrote: ‘Radek has behind him a quarter of a century of revolutionary Marxist 
work... it is doubtful whether he is capable of joining the Stalinists. In any case, he 
will not be capable of staying with them. For this he is, after all, too much a Marxist 
and too internationally minded.* The Archives, 

> Qpoted from the Militani, i January 1929. 
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and telegrams from exiles expressing sympathy with him and 
protesting to Moscow. Some of the deportees were anxious for 
more vigorous action in Trotsky’s defence and planned a col¬ 
lective hunger strike. Trotsky had some difliculty in dissuading 
them from so desperate a decision. There was no need—he said 
in messages to the coloni(‘s—to worry greatly about his health 
which was not so bad as to prevent him working. It was advis¬ 
able to circulate more widely the protests which the Opposition 
had already made; but it would be rash to resort to drastic 
action which might only worsen the lot of those involved.* 

As the autumn advanced more clouds began to gather over 
Trotsky's head. In October he ceased to receive letters from 
friends and followers—only communications from men who 
were ready to desert the Opposition were still delivered to him. 
The censorship worked selectively. His own letters and messages 
failed to reach their destination. He could obtain no reply even 
to telegrams in which he inquired about Zina's health, which 
continued to cause him anxiety. H(! passed the days of thi! 
revolution’s anniversary in loneliness and apprehension -none 
of the usual greetings had arri\'ed. 'riiereafter the ill omens 
multiplied. A local official, who had secretly sympathized with 
the Opposition and had kept in touch with Trotsky, was sud¬ 
denly imprisoiK'd. An Oppositionist who had come all the way 
from Moscow, had taken a driver’s job at Alma Ata, and used 
to meet Trotsky stealthily at the public baths, and who had, it 
seems, run the ‘secret mail’ between Moscow and Alma Ata, 
vanished without a trace. The household had by now moved 
back from the dacha with its orchards and flower-beds into the 
dreariness of the town. ‘Since the end of Octob(‘r’, Sedova wrote 
to a friend, ‘we have received no letters from home. \Vc get no 
answers to our telegrams. Wc arc under a postal blockade. 
Things will not stop at this, of course. AVc arc awaiting some¬ 
thing worse. . . . There is a severe frost here. The cold in our 
rooms is agony. Houses here arc not built for the cold weather. 
The price of wood is incredibly high.’ 

Finally, rumours reached Trotsky from many quarters that he 

* Ttus, for inslancr, is the text of a telegram to the deportees of Venisscisk 
(14 October 1928): ‘Categorically object to forms of protest contemplated b\' 
yourselves.... My illness not immediately dangerous. Please observe common lin<' 
[of conduct]. Fraternal greetings. Trotsky.’ The Archives. 



454 the prophet unarmed 

would not be left at Alma Ata and that he was presently to be 
deported farther away and isolated far more rigorously. At first 
he dismissed the rumours. ‘1 do not expect this to happen— 
where on earth could they send me?’, he wrote to Elzin on 
2 October. He looked forward to a winter of intensive study and 
literary work at Alma Ata and, of course, to hunting trips in the 
surrounding wilds. But the rumours persisted; and the postal 
blockade and other signs indicated that ‘something worse’ was 
indeed about to happen. 

This was a strange autumn. On the anniversary of the revolu¬ 
tion there resounded from the Red Square in Moscow these 
ofTicial calls: ‘The Danger is on the Right!’, ‘Strike Against the 
Kulak!’, ‘Curb the N.E.P.-mcn!’, ‘Speed up Industrialization!’; 
and the slogans reverberated throughout the country, ])enetrat- 
ing to the remotest backwaters, even to Alma Ata. How long 
had not Trotsky sought to persuade the party to adopt this 
policy! Only the year before on the same anniversary day, his 
followers had d(\sc(Tided on the streets of Moscow and Lenin¬ 
grad with the same slogans on their banners. Th(‘y were dis¬ 
persed, maltreated, and accused of counter-revolution. There 
could be, one might havT thought, no greater vindication of the* 
Opposition than the liict that the ruling group was compelled 
to appropriate its ideas. No one who took the mildest interest in 
public affairs could fail to notice it. The ferocious attacks on 
Trotsky, the ‘super-industrializer’ and the ‘enemy of the mu¬ 
zhik’, were still fresh in everyone’s mind. Now the dishonesty and 
wretchedness of th(\s(‘ attacks were exposed and cried to heaven. 
Was not Stalin himself turning into a super-industrializer and 
enemy of the peasants, many a Bolshevik wondered. Yet this 
year as the year before, millions of citizens marched in the 
official processions, followed the prescribed routes, and shouted 
the prescribed slogans as if nothing unusual had occurred and 
as if they had been unable to think, reflect, and act. 

Popular apathy allowed Stalin to steal Trotsky’s clothes with 
impunity. Trotsky still consoled himself with the thought that 
Stalin would not be able to wear them, because they would not 
fit him. He still expected that as the national crisis deepened the 
Stalinist faction alone would not be able to cope with it. The 
crisis had indeed deepened. With the peasantry in rebellion and 
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the towns gripped by fear of hunger, the nation lived in unbear¬ 
able tension. I’here was feverish nervousness in the air and a sense 
of danger and alarm. The party machine sternly marshalled its 
strength and calle d on all to be ready lor a grim, though as yet 
undefined, emergency. But it showed no inclination to recall the 
exiled Opposilionists. 

Towards tlu‘ end of the year Stalin was in a position far 
stronger than tliat in which he had bet^n in the summer. He was 
less alraid of having to contend with two Oppositions simulta¬ 
neously. The right was cowed and demoralized and was already 
surrendering. 'I'he left was torn by dissensions and |)aralysed. 
Stalin watched the disjnites between Trotsky, Radek, Preo¬ 
brazhensky, the irreconcilables, and the Decemists, and con¬ 
cluded that time was on his side. He was still engaged in the 
preliminaries to his all-out drive for industrialization and 
collectivization; and already the Trotskyist conciliators felt that 
they must not stand aside. How much more would they feel this 
once he had jjassed from the preliminaries to real action? True, 
they were not yet in a mood to surrendt*r; but they were steadily 
approaching that stage; and all that they needed to reach it was 
time and a liitl<‘ encouragement. Through his agents Stalin en¬ 
couraged them by every- means at his command: he invoked the 
n:volutioivs supreme interest; he appealed to Bolshevik loyalty; 
he mixed cajolery with threat; and he intensified the terror 
against the irreconcilable Trotskyists and the Decemists.* In this 
way^ he expected to make good his boast, which was jDremature 
when h(' made it, that he had the left Opposition ‘in his pocked. 
He did, in fact, ni^ed the left’s assistance for his new policy. But he 
was bent on getting that assistance, not by allying himself with 
the left, but by spli tting it, taming a large section of it, and turning 
it against Trotsky. He hoped to inflict on Trotsky a defeat far 
more harrowing than all the blows he had aimed at him so far. 

Yet, for all his strength, Stalin could not be sure that he would 
be able to achieve what he had set out to achieve. He was about 
to embark upon a gigantic enterprise such as no ruler had ever 
undertaken: he was to expropriate at a stroke twxnty-odd 

* In the autuiim tlie i.K)lit:e siipci*vision over llie deportees was suddenly tightened 
and many deportees were imprisoned. V. Smirnov was sent to jail because he was 
five minutes late in reporting lo the local G.P.U. for a routine check. Butov, one of 
Trotsky's scxrctaries, died in prison after a hunger strike lasting fifty da>Ti. 



456 THE PROPHET UNARMED 

million farmers and drive them and their families into collective 
farms; he was about to force urban Russia into an industrial 
drive in which the horrors of primitive capitalist accumulation 
were to be reproduced on an immense scale and condensed 
within a very short time. He could not know how the nation w^ould 
take it, what despair, anger, violence, and revolt the upheaval 
might not breed; to what pass he himself might not be driven; 
and whether his adversaries might not then try and seize their 
opportunity. If they were to seize it, they were sure to look to 
Trotsky for leadership. Even from Alma Ala Trotsky’s ideas and 
his personality, surrounded by the halo of heroic martyrdom, 
fascinated the Bolshevik dite. Despite all the confusion and de¬ 
jection among the exiles, Trotskyism was gaining new followers 
in the party cells. The G.P.U. had to deal with so many of them 
that towards the end of 1928 between 6,000 and 8,000 Left 
Oppositionists were imprisoned and deported, whereas at the 
beginning of the year the strength of both Trotskyists and 
Zinovievists was estimated at between 4,000 and 5,000 only. 
Kamenev was not alone in thinking that in an cmorgcrncy the 
party would have to ‘send a special train’ for Trotsky. Tlu^re was 
much heart-searching among capitulators and even among 
Stalinists, some of whom wondered wliethcr, if the left course 
was justified, Trotsky had not been right all along; they wTre 
therefore sick of the calumny and brutality with which he had 
been treated. Stalin knew that, for nearly every one of the six or 
eight thousand Oppositionists who rather than nmoiince their 
views had chosen prison and exile, there were one or two capitu¬ 
lators who at heart agreed with their less pliable comrades, and 
one or two doubters or ‘conciliators’ [dvurmkniki^ the double- 
faced, as he called them) in his own faction. They all lay low^ 
now; but would they not rise against him W'hen the tide had 
turned ? 

Nor could Stalin take lightly the threat of an alliance between 
Trotsky and Bukharin. Although it had not materialized this 
time, the threat remained in being as long as Trotsky was the 
undisputed chief of the Left Opposition and could be brought 
back by a ‘special train’. Stalin therefore redoubled his efforts to 
break the spirit of the Opposition. His agents held out every 
possible hope and temptation to Radek, Preobrazhensky, and 
their friends, promising rehabilitation, invoking common pur- 



A YEAR AT ALMA ATA 457 

poses, and speaking of the great, fruitful, and honourable work 
they could still perform for the party and for socialism. All these 
efforts, however, met with a formidable obstacle in the influence 
which Trotsky exercised from Alma At a and which had so far 
prevented the Opposition in exile from disintegrating. Stalin 
was determined to remove this obstacle from his path. 

But how was he to do it? He still shrank from sending the 
killer; he did not yet dare even to throw his enemy into jail. 
The odium would have been too heav\% because, despite all that 
had happened, Trotsky’s part in the revolution was still too 
fresh and vivid in the nation’s mind. He therefore planned to 
expel 'frotsky from Russia. He knew that even this would 
shock; and he carefully ])repared public opinion. First, he put 
out rumours about the new banishment; next he ordered the 
rumours to be denied; and, finally, he gave them fresh cur¬ 
rency. In this way he blunted public sensitivity. Only after 
rumour, denial, and recurrent rumour had made the thought 
of Trotsky’s expulsion from the U.S.S.R. familiar and therefore 
less shocking could Stalin carrv' out his intention. 

Amid all the uncertainties about his future, Trotsky posed 
anew the great and baffling question: ‘Whither is the revolution 
going?’ The Soviet Union was now in the grey intcrv’al between 
two epochs—between N.E.P. and the Stalinist ‘second revolu¬ 
tion’.* The shape of things to come was blurred; at best, it could 
be seen only through a glass, darkly. Trotsky was becoming 
aware that some of the ideas he had cxpoundird in recent years 
were on the point of being surpassed by events. He tried to go 
beyond these ideas, but their pull on him was strong. He 
attempted to outline new^ prospects; but habits of mind, formed 
during N.E.P. and suited to its realities, and historical memories 
of the French Revolution kept intruding upon his vision. 

He realized, for instance, that his conception of the Soviet 
Thermidor had become untenable. It had become absurd to 
maintain that Bukharin and Rykov were still the defenders of 


* I first used the term ‘second revolntion’ in Stalin^ a Political Biography^ pp. 
294 IT., and 1 have been critici/ed for using it. Collectivization and industrializa¬ 
tion, the critics say, do not amount to a revolution. But if a change in property 
relations resulting from the dispossession at a stroke of twenty-odd million small¬ 
holders is not an economic and social revolution, what is? 
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private property, that Stalin was their will-lcss helpmeet, and 
that they were bound to be the ultimate beneficiaries of his 
policy. Trotsky therefore virtually abandoned his conception of 
the Soviet Thermidor.* In a ‘Letter to Friends’, written in 
October 1928,- one of his most remarkable essays of the Alma 
Ata period (although it is written in the Opposition’s peculiar 
phraseology), he argued that Bukharin and the Bukharinists 
were Tliermidorians manques who had lacked the courage to act 
on their convictions. He gave this ironical and vivid description 
of their behaviour: ‘Bukharin has gone farther than any of the 
leaders of the right [in promoting xhr interests of the kulak and 
of the N.E.P.-man], while Rykov and Tomsky have watched 
him from a safe distance. But eveiy lime Bukharin steps into the 
cold water [ofThermidor] he shivers, shudders, and jumps out; 
and Tomsky and Rykov run to the bushes for shelter.’ Con¬ 
sequently, the kulak, the N.K.P.-man, and the conservative 
bureaucrat, disillusioned with the headers of the Bolshevik right, 
were inclined to look for effective leadership elsewhere, notably 
to the army. With the French precedents in mind, Trotsky 
spoke about the closeness of the ‘Bonapartist danger’, implying 
that the Russian Revolution might skip Thermidor and pass 
directly from the Bolshevik to the Bonapartist phase. 

The Bonapartist danger, he went on, could assume two differ¬ 
ent forms: it could either materialize' as a classical military coup 
d*€tat, a Russian 38th Bnjrnaire; or it could lake the shape of 
Stalin’s personal rule. He considered it ijrobable that the army, 
appealing directly to the property-owning peasantry and backed 
by it, would attempt to overthrow Stalin and to put an end to 
the Bolshevik regime at large. It was to him a secondary ques¬ 
tion which of the army leaders might place himself'at the head 
of the movement: in favourable conditions even mediocrities 
like Voroshilov or Budienny might take the initiative and suc¬ 
ceed. (Trotsky quoted a proverb of which, he said, Stalin was 
fond: Iz gryazi delayut Knyazia —a Prince can be made out of 
filth.) The conditions favouring a coup were there: the peasantry 
felt nothing but hostility towards the party led by Stalin, and 
the working class was disgruntled and listless. A military 

* He flifl, however, take it up again and defend it, after his exile to Turkey, but 
only to ‘revise it* once again a few years later. 

* ^Pismti DruzyanC of 21 October in The Archives. 
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dictatorship, if it came into being, would therefore be broadly 
based. It would be counter-revolutionary in its character and 
cons(‘quences. It would set k to guarantee security, stability, and 
(‘xpansion to the private sector of the economy. It would dis¬ 
mantle or cripple the socialist sector. It would bring about the 
restoration of cajntalisrn. Confronted with such a danger, 
Trotsky concluded, all Bolsheviks eager to defend socialism 
would have to unite; and the Left Opposition would have to 
co-operate with Stalin and his faction, because Stalin spoke not 
for the men of property, but for the ‘proletarian upstart’ and 
had so far avoidcxl an open breach with the working class. 

It was possibh*. on the other hand, that Stalin himself would 
become the Soviet Bonaparte. This would creaK! a different 
situation for the country and the Opposition. Stalin could exer¬ 
cise his personal ruh' only through th(* party machine, not 
through the army. His dictatorship would not immediately have 
the count(‘r-re\()hitionary consecpumces that would follow a 
military coup. But it would be based very narrowly; and it 
would be utterly insecure. Stalin would find himself in chronic 
conilict with all classt's ol'society; he would try to overpowTr 
now this class and now that and play them against one another. 
He would have' to struggle continuously in order to keep in 
subordination the party machine, the state bureaucracy, and 
the army; and he would rule in incessant and unrclievable fear 
of defiance from either of them. He would suppress all spon¬ 
taneous social and political activity and all freedom of expression. 
In such conditions there could luirdly be room for any ‘united 
front’ between the Left Opposition and the Stalinists—there 
would be only struggle beyond conciliation. 

In this context Trotsky analysed succinctly and with powerful 
foresight the social background, the mechanics, the shape and 
the outlook of Stalin’s rule as it was to evolve over the next 
twenty years. He portrayed in advance the General Secretary 
transformed into th(‘ fully fledged totalitarian dictator. However, 
having done this, he himself viewed the portniit rather in¬ 
credulously; he thought that, on balance, the danger of a purely 
military dictatorship was more real. It seemed to him far more 
probable that Voroshilov, Budienny, or some other general would 
lead the army against Stalin, and that Trotskyists and Stalinists 
would then fight together ‘on the same side of the barricade’. 
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He added that on the long historical view it might matter little 
which of them, Stalin or Voroshilov, ‘rode the white horse’ and 
which of them was trampled underfoot. In the short run, how¬ 
ever, the difi'erence w'as important—^it was the difference be¬ 
tween an open and immediate triumph of the anti-socialist 
forces (tmder a military dictator) and a far more complex, con¬ 
fused, and protracted development (under Stalin). In the long 
run, lie held, Stalin’s dictatorship too would be detrimental to 
socialism; and he saw the triumphant kulak and N.E.P.-man 
at the end e\ en of Stalin’s road. ‘The film of revolution is run¬ 
ning backwards, and Stalin’s part in it is that of Kerensky in 
reverse.’ Kcrenskyism epitomized Russia's transition from 
capitalism to Bolshevism; and victorious Stalinism could mark 
only the return passage. 

It is all too easy to see in retrospect the fallacies of this reason¬ 
ing; and it is even easier to miss the core of truth they contained. 
That Trotsky could imagine Voroshilov or Budienny acting the 
part of Bonaparte must appear almost absurd. Out of this ‘filth’ 
no Prince was to be made. Yet as a political analyst Trotsky had 
to keep an eye on potentialities as well as actualities; and the 
potentiality of a military coup was there. Although it did not 
become an actuality, at least in the next thirty years, the threat 
repeatedly haunted first Stalin and then his successors; witness 
Stalin’s conflicts with Tukhachevsky and other generals in 1937 
and witli Zhukov in 1946 and Khrushchev’s clash with Zhukov in 
1957. Here Trotsky touched a trend latent in Soviet politics; but 
he evidently overrated its strength. He also overrated the force 
of what was, in Marxist theory, the social impulse behind that 
trend: the determination and the power of the peasantry to 
defend its property, and its capacity to assert itself, through the 
army, against the town. Trotsky himself had written in 1906 
that ‘the history of capitalism is the history of the subordiniTtion 
of the country to the town’; and in this context he had analysed 
the amorphousness and the political helplessness of the Russian 
peasantry under the old regime.’ That subordination of country 
to town characterizes a fortiori the history of the Soviet Union. 
Stalin’s hammer blows were just about to descend upon private 
farming with a terrific impact and to crush the peasantry. They 
could not prevent the peasants from resisting collectivization. 

* Sec The Prophet Armed, pp. 156 iT. 
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That resistance, shapeless, scattered, and protracted, was to result 
in the chronic inefficiency and backwardness of collectivized 
farming; but it could not focus itself into any effective political 
action on the national scale. And in the defeat of the property- 
loving muzhik lay the secret of the failures of the military candi¬ 
dates to the post of the Soviet Bonaparte. 

The helplessness and dumbness of the peasantiy were part 
and parcel of the political lethargy of the post-revolutionary 
society at large; and this formed the background to the extra¬ 
ordinary activity and seeming omnipotence of the ruling 
bureaucracy. Trotsky repeatedly grappled w'ith this aspect of 
the situation; and repeatedly his mind ran away from it. 
Krupskaya once made the remark, which in all probability she 
had picked up from Lenin, that Trotsky was inclined to under¬ 
rate the apathy of the masses.* In this Trotsky was true to him¬ 
self and his character as a revolutionary. The revolutionary is in 
his element when society is in action, when it unfolds all its 
energies, and when all social classes pursue their aspirations with 
the maximum of vigour and elan. Then his perception is at its 
most sensitive, his understanding at its acutest, and his eye at 
its quickest and sharpest. But let society be overcome by torpor 
and let its various classes fall into a coma, and the great revolu¬ 
tionary theorist, be he Trotsky or even Marx, loses something 
of his vision and penetration. This condition of society is most 
uncongenial to him and he cannot intellectually accommodate 
himself to it. Hence Trotsky’s errors of judgement. Even when 
he made the utmost allowance for the post-revolutionary weari¬ 
ness of the masses he still shrank from fathoming its full depth. 
Thinking ahead, he still envisaged all social classes and groups 
—kulaks as well as workers and army leaders as well as the 
various Bolshevik groupings—in action and motion, in a state of 
self-reliance and animation, ready to jump at one another and 
to fight their titanic battles. His thought was baffled at the sight 
of Titans drowsy and indolent whom a bureaucracy could tame 
and tie hand and foot. 

Because ultimately he identified the process of revolution with 
the social awareness and activity of the toiling masses, the evi¬ 
dent absence of that awareness and activity led him to conclude 
that, with Stalinism victorious, ‘the film of the revolution was 
* N. Knipikaya, *K Vt^nsu ob UnkiMt Okfyabiya? in Z"* Lemmm, p. 155. 
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running backwards’, and that Stalin’s part in it was that of 
Kerensky in reverse. Here again the fallacy is obvious; but the 
core of truth in it should not be overlooked. The film was not 
running as the precursors and tlic makers of the revolution had 
expected: it was moving partly in a diflerent direction—but not 
backwards. Stalin’s role in it was not that of Kerensky in reverse. 
The film is still on; and it may still be too early to pass final 
judgement on it. In theory it may yet be possible for it to end 
in a setback for the revolution as grave as that which earlier 
great revolutions, the French and tlic English, had sufl’ered. But 
this possibility appears to be extremely remote. When Trotsky 
wrote that the film was running backwards he meant that it was 
moving towards the restoration of capitalism. Actually it moved 
towards planned economy, industrial expansion, and mass 
education; and these, despite all bureaucratic distortion and 
debasement, Trotsky himself recognized to be essential pre¬ 
requisites for socialism, the sine qua non for the ultimate fulfilment 
of the revolution’s promise. The prerequisites were admittedly 
not the fulfilment; and the Soviet Union of the 1950’s had 
enough reasons to look back upon the record of Stalinism, or 
at least upon some of its facets, with sorely disillusioned eyes. 
But it did not see the triumphant kulak and N.E.P.-man at the 
end of Stalin’s road.* 

Was Stalin’s record one of Bonapartism? Trotsky did not use 
the term in the accepted meaning as signifying merely ‘govern¬ 
ment by the sword’ and personal rule. The wider Marxist 
definition of Bonapartism is that of a dictatorship exercised by 
the state machine or the bureaucracy at large, of which military 
autocracy is only one particular form. What, in the Marxist 
view, is essential to Bonapartism is that the State or the Execu¬ 
tive should acquire political independence of all .social classes and 
establish its absolute supremacy over society. In this sense 
Stalin’s rule had, of course, much in common with Bonapartism. 
Yet, the equation offers only a very general and vague clue to 
the understanding of the phenomenon in all its complexity and 
contradictoriness. Stalin exercised his rule not so much through 
an ‘independent’ state machine as through the ‘independent’ 

’ Eastern Europe (Hungary, Poland, and Eastern Germany), however, found 
itself almost on the brink of bourgeois restoration at the end of the Stalin era; and 
only Soviet armed power (or iu threat) stopped it there. 
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party machine through which he also controlled the state. The 
difference was of great consequence to the course of the revolu¬ 
tion and the political climate of the Soviet Union. The party 
machine considered itself to be the only authorized guardian 
and interpreter of the Bolshevikidca and tradition. Its rule there¬ 
fore meant that the Bolshevik idea and tradition remained, 
through all successive pragmatic and ecclesiastical re-formula¬ 
tions, the ruling idea and the dominant tradition of the Soviet 
Union. This was possible only because the idea and the tradition 
were firmly anchored in the social structure of the Soviet Union, 
primarily in tlie nationalized urban economy. If any partial 
parallel to this state of afl’airs were to be drawn from the French 
Re\olution, it would have to be an imaginary one: we would 
have to imagine what revolutionary France would have looked 
like if tlie Thermidorians had never overthrown Robespierre, 
and if he had ruled France, in the name of a crippled and docile 
Jacobin party, throughout all those years that the historian 
now describes as the eras of the Directory, the Consulate, and 
the Empire—in a word, what France would have looked like if 
no Napoleon had ever come to tlie fore and if the revolution had 
run its full counc under the banner of Jacobinism.* 

We have seen that the rule of the party machine had in fact 
been initiated at the close of the Lenin era. It had been inherent 
in the dominance of the single party which Lenin himself 
saw as being essentially the dominance of the Bolshevik Old 
Guard. Lenin’s government in his last years might therefore be 
described, in accordance with Trotsky’s use of the term, as ‘Bona- 
partist’, although it lacked the feature which formed the true 
consummation of Bonapartism, namely, personal rule. Thus, 
when in 1928 Trotsky spoke about the danger of Bonapartism he 
saw a phase of development which had been largely accom¬ 
plished many years earlier as still looming ahead. Since Lenin’s 
day the despotism of the party machine had, of course, become 

* Augiiste Blariqiii described Robitspicrrc as un NapoUon premature or un XapoUon 
avofti while Madame de Stael said of the First Consul: cent un Robespierre d cluval. 
(Daniel Guerin in La Lutte de classes sous la Premim Rcpublir/ue, vol. ii, pp. 301-4, 
devotes some interesting passages to liiis subject.) However, the Robespierre d 
cheral had social forces behind him difTcrent from tliosc behind tlie leader of the 
Jacobins: his mainstay was the army, not the petite bourgeoisie, and he was not con¬ 
strained by Jacobin ideology. Of RobespiciTe Michelet said: *11 cut le coeur rnoins 
roi que pretre.’ Napoleon was only King not Priest. Stalin was both Pope and 
Caesar. 
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increasingly aggressive and brutal. But the specific content of 
the stormy political history of these years, from 1921 till 1929, 
consisted not merely and not so much in this as in the transforma¬ 
tion of tlic rule of a single party into the rule of a single faction. 
This was the only form in which the political monopoly of 
Bolshevism could survive and become consolidated. In the open¬ 
ing pages of this volume we found the single-party system to be 
a contradiction in terms. The various Bolshevik factions, groups, 
and schools of thought formed something like a shadowy multi¬ 
party system within the single party. The logic of the single¬ 
party system implicitly required that they be eliminated. Stalin 
spoke with the voice of that logic when he declared that the 
Bolshevik parly must be monolithic or it would not be Bol¬ 
shevik. (Up to a point, of coui'se, the party ceased to be Bol¬ 
shevik as it was becoming monolithic.) 

The logic of the single-party system might not hav^c asserted 
itself as strongly as it did, it might never have become as rutliless 
as it was and its implication might never have become explicit, 
or the system might even have been undone by the growdi of a 
workers’ democracy, if the whole history of the Soviet Union, 
encircled and isolated in its age-old poverty and backwardness, 
had not been an almost uninterrupted sequence of calamities, 
emergencies, and crises threatening the nation’s very existence. 
Almost every emergency and crisis posed all major issues of 
national policy on the knife’s edge, set the Bolshevik factions 
and groupings at loggerheads, and gave to their struggles that 
indescribable vehemence and intensity which led to the sub¬ 
stitution of the rule of a single faction for that of the single party. 
At the point our narrative has reached, in the show-down between 
the Stalinists and the Bukharinisls, this process was coming to a 
close. What still lay ahead was the quasi-Bonapartist consum¬ 
mation: the substitution, in the early 1930’s, of the rule of the 
single leader for that of a single faction. It was this consummation 
—Stalin’s autocracy—that Trotsky clearly foreshadowed, how¬ 
ever he erred in other respects. 

Even now, however, Trotsky did not perceive the ascendancy 
of Stalinism as an inevitable result of the Bolshevik monopoly of 
power. On the contrary, he saw it as the virtual end of Bolshevik 
government. Thus, while Stalin presented the undivided nile 
of his own faction as the consequence and final afiirmation of the 
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rule of the single party, Trotsky viewed it as a negation. In truth, 
the Bolshevik monopoly of power, as established by Lenin and 
Trotsky, found in Stalin’s monopoly both its affirmation and its 
negation; and each of the two antagonists now dwelt on a differ¬ 
ent aspect of the problem. We have traced the transitions through 
which the rule of the single party had become the rule of the 
single faction and through which Leninism had given place to 
Stalinism. We have seen that the things that had been implicit 
in the opening phase of this evolution became explicit and found 
an extreme or exaggerated expression in the closing phase. To 
this extent Stalin dealt in realities when he claimed that in his 
conduct of party affairs he followed the line set by L(*nin. But 
Trotsky’s emphatic denial of this was no less strongly based on 
realities. The rule of the single faction was indeed an abuse as 
well as a consequence of the rule of the single party. Trotsky, 
and following him one Bolshevik leader after another, protested 
that when they had, under Lenin, established the Bolshevik 
political monopoly they had sought to combine it with a 
workers’ democracy; and that, far from imposing any mono¬ 
lithic discipline on the party itself, they had taken the party’s 
inner freedom for granted and had indeed guaranteed it. Only 
the blind and the deaf could be unaware of the contrast between 
Stalinism and Leninism. The contrast showed itself in the field 
of ideas and in the moral and intellectual climate of Bolshevism 
even more strongly than in matters of organization and dis¬ 
cipline. Here indeed the film of revolution ran backwards, at 
least in the sense that Stalinism represented an amalgamation of 
Marxism with all that was primitive and archaically semi-Asiatic 
in Russia: with the illiteracy and barbarism of the muzhik on 
the one hand, and the absolutist traditions of the old ruling 
groups on the other. Against this Trotsky stood for undiluted 
classical Marxism, in all its intellectual and moral strength and 
also in all its political weakness—a weakness which resulted 
from its own incompatibility with Russian backwardness and 
from the fiiilures of socialism in the West. In banishing Trotsky, 
Stalin banished classical Marxism from Russia. 

Yet, such were the paradoxical fortunes of the two antagonists, 
that just when Trotsky was being ejected from his country 
Stalin set out to uproot, in his own barbaric manner, that 
Russian backwardness and barbarism which had as if 
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regurgitated classical Marxism, and the Stalinist bureaucracy 
was about to put into effect Trotsky’s programme of primitive 
socialist accumulation. Trotsky was the authentic inspircr and 
prompter of the second revolution of which Stalin was to be 
the practical manager in the coming decade. It would be futile 
to speculate how Trotsky might have directed that revolu¬ 
tion, whether he would have succeeded in carrying out Russia’s 
industrialization at a comparable pace and scale without 
condemning the mass of the Soviet people to the privation, 
misery, and oppression they suffered under Stalin, or whether 
he would have been able to bring the muzhik by persuasion to 
collective farming rather than to coerce him into it. These 
quesuons cannot be answered; and the historian has more than 
enough work in analysing events and situations as they wen^, 
without trying to ponder events and situations that might have 
been. As things were, the political evolution of the 1920’s pre¬ 
determined tlie manner in which Russia’s social transformation 
was to be accomplish(‘d in the 1930’s. That evolution led to auto¬ 
cracy and monolithic discipline and consequ ently to forcible indus¬ 
trialization and collectivization. The political instruments that 
would be needed for primitive socialist accumulation had been 
forged throughout the 1920’s; and they were now ready for use. 
They had been forged not in any deliberate and conscious pre¬ 
paration for the task ahead but rather in the unpremeditated 
course of the inner-party struggles by which the Bolshevik mono¬ 
poly of power had become the Stalinist monopoly. However, if 
autocracy and monolithic discipline formed, as the Marxist 
would say, the political superstructure of primitive socialist 
accumulation, they also derived from this a measure of self- 
justification. Stalin’s adherents could argue that without auto¬ 
cracy and monolithic discipline that accumulation, on the scale 
on w^hich he carried it out, could not be undertaken. To put it 
plainly, from the long contests of the Bolshevik factions there 
had emerged Stalin’s ‘firm leadership’ for which he may have 
striven for its own sake. Once he wielded it, he employed it to 
industrialize the Soviet Union, to collectivize farming, and to 
transform the whole outlook of the nation; and then he pointed 
to the use he was making of his ‘firm leadership’ in order to 
vindicate it. 

Trotsky repudiated Stalin’s self-vindicatory claims. He con- 
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tinned to denounce his adversary as a Bonapartist usurper. He 
was lo acknowledge tlie "positive and progressive/ aspects of 
Stalin’s second revolution and to six them as the r(!alization of 
parts of his own programme. He had, we remember, already 
compared his and the Opposition’s fate with that of the Com¬ 
munards of Paris, who altliougli they failed to conquer as pro¬ 
letarian revolutionaries in 1871 had nevertheless barred the way 
to a monarchist restoration. This had been their victory in 
defeat. The great transformation of the Soviet Union in the 
1930’s was Trotsky’s victory in defeat. But the Communards 
had not been reconciled to the Third Republic, the bourgeois 
republic which might never have prevailed without them. They 
remained its enemies. Similarly, Trotsky was for ever to remain 
unreconciled to the bureaucratic second revolution; and against it 
he was to call for the self-assertion of the working classes in a 
workers’ state and for freedom of thought in socialism. In doing 
this he was condemned to political solitude, because all too 
many of his closest associates allowed themselves, partly from 
frustration and weariness and partly from conviction, to be 
captivated or bribed by Stalin’s second revolution. The Op¬ 
position in exile w^as on the point of virtual self-liquidation. 

Was Trotsky then in conflict with his time? Was he fighting 
a hopeless battle "against history’? Nietzsche tells us: 

If you want a biography, do not look for one with tlie legend: 
‘Mr. So-and-So and his times’, but for one in which the title page 
might be inscribed ‘A fighter against his lime’. . . . Were history 
nothing more than an ‘all embracing system of passion and error’ 
man would have to read it Jis Goethe w ished Werther to be read—just 
as if its moral were ‘Be a man and follow me notV But, fortunately, 
history also keej)s alive for us the memory of the great ‘fighters 
against liistory’, that is against the blind power of the actual... and 
it glorifies the true historical nature in men who troubled themselves 
very little about tlie ‘Thus It Is’, in order that they might follow^ 
a ‘I'hus It Must Be’ wdth greater joy and greater pride. Not to drag 
their generation to the grave, but to found a new one—that is the 
motive that ever drives them omvards. . . . 

These arc excellent words despite their underlying subjectivist 
romanticism. Trotsky was indeed a Tighter against his time’, 
though not in the Nietzschean sense. As a Marxist he was greatly 
concerned with the "Thus It Is* and was aware tliat the "Thus 
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It Must Be’ is the child of the ‘Thus It Is’. But he refused to bow 
to ‘the blind power of the actual’ and to surrender the ‘Thus It 
Must Be’ to the ‘Thus It Is’. 

He fought against his time not as the Quixote or the Nictzschean 
Superman docs but as the pioneers do- - not in the name of the 
past but in that of the future. To be sure, as we scrutinize the 
face of any great pioneer we may detect in it a quixotic trait; but 
the pioneer is not a Quixote or a Utopian. Very few men in 
history have been in such triumphant harmony with their time 
as Trotsky was in 1917 and after; and so it was not because of 
any inherent estrangement from the realities of his generation 
that he then came into conflict with his time. The precursor’s 
character and temperament led him into it. He had, in 1905, 
been the forerunner of 1917 and of the Soviets; he had been 
second to none as the leader of the Soviets in 1917; he had been 
the prompter of planned economy and industrialization since 
the early 1920’s; and he was to remain the great, though not 
unerring harbinger of some future reawakening of the revolu¬ 
tionary peoples (—to that political reawakening the urge to 
transcend Stalinism which took hold of the Soviet Union in th(' 
years 1953-6 was an important pointer; still faint yet sure). He 
fought ‘against history’ in the name of history itself; and against 
its accomplished facts, which all too often were facts of oppres¬ 
sion, he held out the better, the liberating accomplishments of 
which one day it would be capable. 

At the beginning of December Trotsky protested to Kalinin 
and Menzhinsky against the ‘postal blockade’ under which he 
was held. He waited a fortnight for the answer. On 16 December 
a high official of the G.P.U. arrived from Moscow and presented 
him with an ‘ultimatum’: he must cease at once his ‘counter¬ 
revolutionary activity’ or else he would be ‘completely isolated 
from political life’ and ‘forced to change his place of residence’. 
On the same day Trotsky replied with a defiant letter to the 
leaders of the party and of the International: 

To demand from me that I renounce my political activity is to 
demand that I abjure the struggle which I have been conducting in 
the interests of the intemationsd working class, a struggle in which 
I have been ceaselessly engaged for thirty-two years, during the 
whole of my conscious life. . . . Only a bureaucracy corrupt to its 
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roots can demand such a renunciation. Only contemptible renegades 
can give such a promise. I have nothing to add to these words!' 

A month of sleepless suspense followed at Alma Ata. The 
G.P.U. envoy did not return to Moscow, but waited on the spot 
for further orders. These still depended on the Politbureau’s 
decision; and the Politbureau had not yet made up its mind. 
When Stalin urged it to sanction the expulsion order, Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky vehemently objected; and Bukliarin, re¬ 
morseful for what he had done to Trotsky and ever more dread¬ 
ing the ‘new Genghiz Khan’, screamed, wept, and sobbed at the 
session. But the majority voted as Stalin wished it to vote; and 
on 20 January 1929 - it was a full year now since Trotsky had 
been deported from Moscow—armed guards surrounded and 
occupied the house at Alma Ata; and the G.P.U. olRcial pre¬ 
sented Trotsky with the new order of deportation, this time ‘from 
the entire territory of the U.S.S.R.’. ‘The decision of the G.P.U.’, 
Trotsky wrote on the receipt, ‘criminal in substance and illegal 
in form, was communicated to me on 20 January 1929.’* 

Once again there followed tragi-comic scenes similar to those 
that had attended his arrest in Moscow. His jailers were embar¬ 
rassed by their orders, and went in awe, as it were, of their 
charge; worrying because they did not know whither they were 
to take him, they made anxious inquiries of his family and 
showed him furtively their solicitude and friendliness. But their 
orders were harsh: they were to disarm him, to carry him off 
within twenty-four hours, and to tell him that only m route 
would he receive a message indicating whither he was being 
deported. 

At dawn on 22 January the prisoner, his family, and a strong 
escort drove from Alma Ata towards Frunze through mountainous 
desert and the pass of Kurday. They had driven by the same road 
through a snow blizzard this time last year. The present journey 
was far worse. This was a winter memorable for its severity, 
perhaps the cruellest winter for a century. ‘The powerful tractor 
which was to tow us over the pass got stuck and almost dis¬ 
appeared in the snow-drifts, together with the seven motor-cars 
behind it. Seven men and a good many horses were frozen to 
death.. . . Wc had to change to sleighs. It took us more than 
seven hours to advance about thirty kilometres.’^ 

* The Archives, • Ibid. ^ Moya ^hizn, vol. ii, p. 314. 
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At Frunze, Trotsky and his family were put on a special train 
bound for European Russia. Under way the message came 
through that he was being deported to Constantinople. He at 
once protested to Moscow. The government, he declared, had 
no right to banish him abroad without his consent. Constan¬ 
tinople had been an assembly place for the remnants of Wrangel’s 
army who had come there from the Crimea. Did the Politbureaii 
dare expose him to the vengeance of the White Guards? Could 
they not at least obtain for him an entry permit to Germany or 
another country? He demanded to be allowed to sec those 
members of his family who lived in Moscow. This last demand 
was granted: Sergei and Lyova’s wife were brought from Moscow 
and joined the deportees on the train. Once again Trotsky re¬ 
fused to proceed to Constantinople. The G.P.U. envoy, who 
accompanied him on the journey, forwarded his protests and 
waited for instructions. Meantime, the train was diverted from 
its route and stopped on a side-line ^near a dead little station’. 

There it sinks into a coma between two thin stretches of woods. 
Day after day passes. More and more empty tins are lying l)y the 
side of the train. Crows and magpies gatlicr for the feast in larger 
and larger flocks. Wast(‘land . . . solitude . . . tlic fox has laid his 
stealthy tracks to tlic very train. The engine, one carriage hitched 
to it, makes daily trips to a larger station to fetch our midday meal 
and newspapers. Influenza has invaded our compartments. \Vc re¬ 
read Anatole France and Klyuchevsky’s History, , . . ’Flie cold is 
53 degrees below zero. Our engine keeps rolling back and forth . . . 
to avoid freezing . . . we do not even know^ where we are.* 

Thus twelve days and twelve niglits passed during which no one 
was allowed to leave the train. The newspapers brought the 
only echoes from the world—they were full of the most violent 
and threatening invective against Trotskyism and of reports 
about the discovery of a new ‘Trotskyist centre’ and arrests of 
hundreds of Oppositionists.^ 

After twelve days the journey w^as resumed. 'Fhe train went 
full steam ahead southward, through familiar Ukrainian steppe. 
Since the German government had, as Moscow claimed, refused 

* Afoya Z^izn, vol. ii, p. 315. 

^ Among tliose imprisoned was Voronsky, editor Krasnaya jVor\ Hudii Mdivani, 
and several of the Georgian Bolsheviks who had opf>oscd Stalin since 1921, and 
140 Moscow Oppositionists who had circulated Trotsky’s ‘Letter to Friends’ 
quoted above. 
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to grant Trotsky an entry permit, it was, after all, at Constan¬ 
tinople that he was to be cast out. Sergei, anxious to continue 
his academic course, and Lyova’s wife, returned to Moscow^ 
hoping for the family’s early reunion abroad. Tlic parents em¬ 
braced them w'ith forebodings; but uncertain of their own future 
they did not dare to ask them to share exile. They were never to 
see them again. 

From this train, through the darkness of night, Trotsky saw 
Russia for the last time. The train ran through the streets and 
the harbour of Od(rssa, th(‘ city of his childhood and his first 
ambitions and dreams of th(‘ world. In his memories there 
always stood out the old Tsarist governor of Odessa who had 
exercised ‘absolute power with an uncurbed temper* and who 
‘standing in his carriage', fully erect, shouted curses in his hoarse 
voice across the street, shaking his fist*. Another cursing and 
hoarse voice and another shaking fist—or was it the same?— 
now pursued the man in his fiftieth year through the streets of 
his childhood. Once the sight of the satrap made him shrink, 
‘adjust the school bag and hurry home*. Now the prison-train 
hurried through the harbour where he w^as to embark on a boat 
which would take him to the unknowm; and he could only 
reflect on the incongruity of his fate. The pier in the harbour was 
densely surrounded by troops which had only Ibur years earlier 
been under his orders. As if to mock him, the empty ship waiting 
for him bore Lenin’s patronymic —Ihiclil She left harbour pre¬ 
cipitately in the dead of night and in a gale. Even the Black 
Sea w^as frozen that year; and an ice-breaker had to force a 
passage to a distance of about sixty inili's. As the Ilyich lifted 
anchor and Trotsky looked back at the receding shore, he must 
have felt as if the whole country he w as leaving behind had 
frozen into a desert and as if the revolution itself had become 
congealed. 

There w’as no powTr on earth, no human ice-breaker, to cut 
open a rc'turn passage. 
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and united front. 61-65; on monopoly 
of foreign trade, 66-67; changes view 
on Ciosplan, 68; in ‘bloc’ with 'Trot¬ 
sky, 69, 88-91; attac ks .Stalin, 69-70; 
his ‘Xotes on Nationalities’, 71-72; 
and Polilbiireau, 75-76; and Zino¬ 
viev and Kamenev, 77-80 and paxsim; 
Ids writings suppressed, 89. 92; uarns 
Trotsky against ‘rcMU n roinpromise’ 
witli Stalin. 90 91; absent from XII 
Congress, 94; his warning ignored by 
Trotsky, 94-106; his death and its 
effects, 133-5 and passim; cult of, 95. 

253-4, 289; ‘Lenin 
lex-y’, 135 -6: fate of ids will, 137 
8, 253 (i, 295; and Third Inicr- 
xiational, 148-9; his pre-nrvolution- 
ary controversies with 'JVolsky', 157- 
79 ff. and passim, 310 n. 3; portrayed 
by Trotsky, 165; on Proletkult^ 168 
70, 181, 198; and Radek, 204; and 
President Wilson, 215 n. 1; on 
jicasantry, 232; and ‘socialism in one 
country’, 289 -90, 301; on revolution 
ill Asia, 316-17; and ‘Soviet Bona¬ 
partism’, 463-4. 

Leningrad, 2, 4, 23, 79; industrial un¬ 
rest in, 10(^ 7; in 1927, 365 -6, 

374-.'). 378- 

Leningrad Opposition, its origin, 
ideas, and tacties, 240-8; at XIV 
Congress, 248-56; defeated, 260- 2. 

^evy, P.,4. 

Jebknecht, K., 63, 204, 309. 

Joyd George, 1)., 221, 391 '2. 

^ominadze, E., 338. 

Azovsky, A., 31. 

..unacharsky, A., 168, 181, 198. 

^uthcr, M., 219 n. i, 220. 

Lutovinov, Y., 96, 383. 

Luxemburg, R., 63, 84, 142, 204, 259. 

MacDonald, R., 212, 219, 221, 222. 

Makharadze, Ph., 49-51. 
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Maltliiisianisni, 176. 

Manuilsky, D., 22 n. 1, 2;^. 

Mao Tsf-tung, ;{i7-i8, '^27 n. i. 

Marotsky, 232. 

Maring-Srwrevlirt, H., 19. 

Martov, Y., 377. 

Martym)v, A., 

Marx, K., 8 9, 14 n. i, i:4|, 140, 197, 
240, 2j().; (.HI ‘priniilivc arrunuila- 
tion\ 2(>(>; and intcmationalistn, 
28f); and 'Trotsky, 4t>i, 4ii5; bis 
works iraiislat(.:d and edited by 
'Trotsky, 400 -1; on Horiapartism,462. 

Marxism, and ‘inevital>iliiy' of socialist 
revolution, .fj9 (io; and bureaucracy 
in primitive arrumulalion, 129 31, 
23.4 8; and Kussian intelligentsia, 
ni7 9; and ‘cultural heritage*, 170-8; 
and rreiidisrn, 178-80; in literary 
rritieism, 180 200; its vision of 
socialism, 197; and Tabianism, 219 - 
20; and ‘socialism in cme country', 
2778'., 28991; and jacobinism, 
348-7; as represented l)y 'Trotsky, 
4(i(r I, 483, 487 (i. 

Maslov, A., 84, 143, 14:,. 287 n. 2, 
294 n. I. 

Mayakovsky, V., 187-8. 

Mdivani, I,}.. 49 31, 470 n. 2. 

Medvedev, S.. 294, 307. 

Mehring, T\, 310 n. []. 

Mendeleev, I)., 294. 307. 

Menshevism and NIenslieviks, 13, 18, 
29, 84; in Ge(»rgia, 49-30; am! 
Bolslu'vik ‘cTypio-Menshevism’, 93 - 
96, 128 -8, 131-80 and passim, 230. 

Menzhinsky. V., 338, 398, 397, 488. 

Meyerbold, V., 193. 

Michelet, J., 4(>3 11. i. 

Mikoyan, .A., 32, 234, 427. 

Moiseev, 107 

Molotov, V., 19-20, 208, 241, 246, 308; 
and Stalin, 84-86, 38(); ridiculed by 
Trotsky, 331, 333. 

Monatle, P., 311. 

Moscow, 2, 4, 6, 23, 26, 79, 149; indus¬ 
trial unrest in, 108-7; and 1923 Opjio- 
sition, 118 ff., 124-3; and Lcnin.grad 
Opposition, 247-8, 233-6, 280-2; 
during tenth anniversary of revolu¬ 
tion, 373-7; in Trotsky’s life, 394. 

Miiralov, N., 113,113,203, 207- 8, 263, 
297* 343; during the Opposition’s 
defeat and in exile, 37!), 379, 386, 
402. 

Mrachkovsky, S., 203, 267, 343, 357“^> 
386, 402. 

Murrihy, J. T., 339, 361. 

Mussolini, B., 60. 

Myasnikov, G., 107-8. 


485 

N.E.P. (New Economic Policy), 4, 22; 
early phase, 37-47; Trotsky on, 99- 
103, 223-8, 232 ff.; and ‘neo-N.E.P.’, 
242 -4; Joint Opposition and, 273- 
7 ff.; and "Sovi(*t 'Thennidor*, 314 - 
i(i; late phase, 403-5, 417 ff., 426-7, 
. 4 r» 7 * 

Neutnann, H., 338. 

Nevcrlson, 428. 

Nietzsche, F., 193, 467. 


Old Guard (Bolshevik), 19-22, 32-33, 
238, 4t)3; and triumvirate, 78-81, 
103; and'Trotsky, 120-3, 126-8, 133, 
153; and Third International, 150; 
1923 divisions in, 228 -9, 241-2 ff., 
232 -3; and Joint Opposition, 269, 
27 274-3. 

Olgiri, M.. 223. 

Olminsky, M., 33. 

Ordjonikidze, S., 69, 91, 341, 349, 
331 n. 2, 388, 3(jo, 397, 443. 

Ossinsky, \\, 114, 304. 

Ossovsky, 279-80. 


Pairne Dult. R., 223 n. i. 

Pavlov, I., 163, i78--B(). 

Permanent Revolution, see Revolution, 
Permanent. 

Petrovsky, G., 366. 

Pilniak, B., 1B3. 

Pilsuclski, J., 26G, 268. 

Pletnicv, 181. 

I’okrovsky, M., 288 n. i. 

Poland, 36, 144, 266, 462 n. i. 
Communist party of, deiends Trotsky 
in 1923, i.|o-i; its Icadenship de¬ 
posed, 147 ff.; and Pilsudski’s coup 
266 -8. 

Politbureau, 14, 31, 35-36; prerc^ga- 
tivtrs and membership in 1922-4, 75 - 
86; and early N.E.P., 37’45, 68; and 
Georgian ‘devialionisis’, 30-31; and 
‘proletarian democracy’, 53-54; 
authorizes Trotsky’s preliminaries tc» 
Rapallo, 57-38; censures Trotsky in 
1922, 66; and the Leiiin-Trotsky 
‘bloc.:’, 68 ff.; and the succession to 
Lenin, 86-^)o ff., 134-3; suppresses 
Lenin’s writings, 89, 92; its ‘infalli¬ 
bility’, 96; declines Trotsky’s resigna¬ 
tion in 1923, 111-12; censures the 
Forty Six and proclaims New Course, 
113-19; and Gennan crisis of 1923, 
142 ff.; and British trade unions, 
223; in 1923 realignment, 228 ff., 
241 ff., 249,* 258, 260 n. I; ‘truce’ 
with Joint Opposition, 293 if.; and 
Chinese Revolution, 319-37; debates 
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‘Clcnirnccau statement’, 350 i; and 
relations with France and Hritain, 
in Bukharin- Stalin contro¬ 
versy, 404 If., 441; votes for 'I'rotsky’s 
deportation, 469. 

Populism, see Social Revolutionary 
Party. 

Posnansky, 396, 397. 

Preobrazhensky, E., 31- 3^, 46, 203. 
249, 265, 268, 338, 337; among 
'Forty Six’, 113 13, 132; hi.s charac¬ 
ter, 205-7; his theory and controversy 
with Bukharin, 234-40; on revolution 
in China, 328 33, 422-5; urges 
'I’rolsky to write memoirs, 400; exiled 
to Uralsk, 401-3; favours conciliation 
with Stalinism, 415 18, 432-3, 447 
n. I, 450 1; his divergencies with 
'Irotsky, 238, 418-1911.; on Comin¬ 
tern policy, 425 -6; his ideas ‘adopted* 
by Stalin, 441-2; is ‘tempted* by 
Stalin, 456-7. 

‘Primitive Socialist Accumulation*, 43 
46; expounded by Trotsky, 98-103; 
and by Preobrazhensky, 234 8, 4*5- 
18, 441- 2; Bukharin’s view of, 238- 
40, 305 6; promotf^d by bureaucracy 
and Stalin, 129-31, 454-6, 

ProUtkult (‘Proletarian Culiure’'i. 168-9, 
181, 188-91 fF. 

Purcell, A., 217. 

Purges, 17-19; and inner party demo¬ 
cracy, 126-7; tradition of back¬ 
wardness, 166-7; French and 
Russian revolutions, 342 7. 

Puritans, 11-12, 26, 220-1. 

Pushkin, A., 191. 

I\itna, V., 350. 

l*>’alakov, Y,, 46, 203, 311 n. i, 328-9, ; 
338; among ‘Forty Six’, 113-16, 132; 
as Comintern envoy in Germany, 
143 -4; character, 206-7; his de¬ 
pression, 297-8; his ‘capitulation’, 
406, 408. 

Rabkrin (VV'orkcrs* and Peasants’ Iti- 
spcctorate), 47-48, 88. 

Radck, K., 30, 56, 62 n. 1, 109, 132, 
138 n. I, 249, 265; his role in Ger¬ 
many in 1923, 142-6; his character, 
203“5» 4*9-22, 452 n. 2; his ‘Jewish¬ 
ness’, 259; in Joint Opposition, 267, 
286, 292; heads Sun Yat-sen Univer¬ 
sity, 324, 328-9, 337; evicted from 
Kremlin, 380; at XV Congress, 386; 
and Trotsky’s deportation, 390; in 
exile, 401, 403 fT.; favours concilia¬ 
tion with Stalinism, 419-22, 430, 
432-3, 447 n. I, 451-2; his critique 
of Permanent Revolution, 424, 451- 


2; his ajinlog)" to IVotsky. 426; pro¬ 
tests against persecution of I’rotsky, 
452; is ‘tempted’ by Stalin, 456-7. 
Rafail, 432 n. i. 

Rako\sky, Ch., 23, 202-3, 207, 265, 
328-9; defends small nationalities, 
97; as ambassador in France, 362 -3; 
expelled from Central Committee, 
379* 380“^? '^'olfc’s funeral, 383; 
and Trotsky’s deportation 390, 393: 
ill exile, 401 3; his cliaracter and 
friendship with Trotsky, 429-35; liis 
ideas on French and Russian revolu¬ 
tions, 435-40. 

Rapallo Treaty, 56-58. 

Reil Army, 3, 25--26, 220; and Reielis- 
wehr, 57 58; and 1923 Opposition. 
116-17; bureaucracy, 120 1; 

and succession to Lenin, 161-2: and 
Joint Opposilion, 350; and Bona¬ 
partism, i^58-t)4. 

Revolutions: 

Cliine.se (1925- 7), 205, 316 37, 422 - 

, 4 *. 

I English, Puritan, ii 12. 

French, Great, 2, 11-12; analogies 
with Russian Revolution, 94-95, 
129 n. 2, 244, 311-14, 342-7, 436 
40. 437-C4. 

‘J’erinaneni*, 157-8, 254, 288, 300, 
422-5. 

Rieanlo, D., 285. 

Robespierre*, M., 220, 342, 3^4. 346 7, 
368, 436, 463 n. 1. 

Kosmer, A., 95 n. i, 311. 

Roy, M. N., 326. 338, 359. 

Rudzutak, 1., 331. 

Russell, B., 222. 

Ryazanov, D., 31, 400-1, 

Rykov, A., 36, 39, 40, 46, 66, 153, 155; 
hLs character, 83 -84; his ‘con.sc;rv'at- 
ism’, 102, 157; appointed Premier, 
134; leads ‘right wing*, 228, 242, 246, 
3»ru 34»» 4*7: at XV Congress, 
389; turns against Stalin, 427-8, 442, 
445 fl‘,; a.s ‘Therrnidorian manqtuf\ 
4r>7"^ii objects to 'J rotsky’s banisli- 
ment from Russia, 469. 

Safarov, G., 338, 411, 430. 

.Saint-Simon, C. H., 197, 434- 45. 
Sapronov, T., 114, 414, 431-2. 

Scheffer, P., 391-2. 

‘Schlagettcr speech*, 205. 

Sedov, Lev (Lyova, ’JVotsky’s elder 
.son), 24, 371, 394; in exile, 395 8 ff., 
401, 429, 470. 

Sedov, Sergei (Seryozha, Trotsky’s 
younger son), 24, 371-2, 394; during 
Trotsky’s exile, 395-6, 429, 470-1. 
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Sedova, N., 24, 118, 2^)7; in November 
*927, 370-1, 37f>; in exile, 395-6, 
453 and passim. 

Semashko, 132 n. 1. 

Serebriakov, 1 -.., 203, 208, 357; in 

exile, 402, 4 50. 

Serge, V., 201 n. 1, 310, 368; on mood 
of Opposition, 374 5, 378; deseribes 
Trotsky’s last days in Mosf ow, 392-3. 

Sermuks, 396, 397. 

Seyfulina, 259 n. i. 

Shaginyan, M., 183. 

Shakespeare, 191, 192 3- 

Shelley, P. R., 195. 

Shkiryatov, M., 340, 341. 

Shklovsky, W, 187. 

Shlyapnikfiv, (i., 14 n. 1, 3r» 31, 96. 
294, 307. 

Shvemik, N., 3(>(J. 

Single Party System, 9-15; and 1921 
ban on J'aetions. 49 50, 114 16, 291: 
and ebarges of ‘rrypio-Menshevisin'. 
96, 126 8; and condition of Rnlshevik 
parly, 128- 9; and Joint O]jpo.sitioii, 
293 fl'.. 302, 307, 386 7; a general 
view, 463 6. 

Sklyansky, K.. 1 

Skrypnik, N.. 31. 

Snii'lga, I., 265, 339, 342 3, 351 n. 2, 
376; expelled from Central Com¬ 
mittee, 379; in exile, .pjl. 403, 450-1. 

Smirnov, 1 ., 77 n. 1, 113, 203, 208, 249, 
2(i5, 297, 383; in exile, 402, 420, 
4r)<^ 

Smirnov, 4(1, 114, 132; in exile, 414, 

43* 4.'j.'in- *• 

Smith, A., 285. 

Snowden, E. and P., 2i<), 220. 

Social Dcmocratie Parties, and united 
front. 30, 61-64, 143. See also Fabian¬ 
ism. 

Socialism in One Cjoiintry, 144, 158, 
199; and priniiliv<* areumiilation, 
238-9; proclaimed by Stalin, 241-2; 
first attacked by Zinoviev and Katne- 
nev, 245 ■(), 254; Varga on, 266 n. 2; 
and Joint Opposition, 277-8, 284-90; 
analysed by Trotsky, 300-2; and th<‘ 
Chinese Revolution, 226-7, 422. 

Social (Socialist) Revolutionary Party 
(PopiilisLs), 9, 18, 30, 64; ‘crypto- 
Populism’ ancl ‘n<;o-Populism’, 127, 
230 ff. 

Sokolnikov. (J., 39, 40, 45, 102, 265; 
joins Leningrad Opposition, 247, 
2551 259; as inecliator between 

Kamenev and Bukharin, .410-1. 

Solz, A., 341-2, 344, 347. 

Sosnovsky, L., 113, 203, 208; in exile, 
402, 421, 428; as mouthpiece of 
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‘irrcecmeilablc'* Trotskyists, 429 -30, 
433 -. 

Souvarine, B., 141, 146, 147, 294 n. i, 

Sf>viets, Councils of Workers’, Peasants’, 
and Soldiers* Deputies, 10, 13-14, 71, 
128 and passim, 227. 

Spcngler, O., 60. 

Spinoza, B., 259. 

Stael, de, Madame, 463 n. i. 

Stalin, J., 35--37, .46; as chic'f of Rab- 
krin, 47-48; ids (Georgian policy 
criticized by Tnitsky, 49-5*; Ids 
early rivalry with Trotsky, 54, 76; 
votes f<r>r 'JVolsky as vice-Premier, 
65 G6; sponsors 1922 Constitution, 
71; attacked by Lenin, 70-72, 90; in 
triumvirate, 76 77; starts struggle 
over suct'cssion, 8G 89; compromises 
with 'TVolsky, 90-92; at XII Congress 
and after. 95-105; on N.E.P. and 
planning, 100-1; in control of party 
machine, no, 123; against Trotsky's 
resignation, 111 -12; during Lenin’s 
funeral, 133; at reading of Lenin’s 
will, 137-8; and German 1923 crisis, 
142; on Comintern Executive, 147; 
‘Rolslievizes* Comintern, 150-1; falsi¬ 
fies party hLstor>% 1551!.; proclaims 
socialism in one countr>% 158; bene¬ 
fits by ‘literary debate’, 160; against 
Trotsky’s exptilsion from G.G., 163; 
and ‘proletarian culture*, 198 -200; 
and 'IVotsky on industrialization, 
210-12; and Anglo-Soviet Council, 
221. 

Ends triumvirate, 241; expounds 
socialism in one country, 241-2, 28O - 
90; heads the centre faction and 
allies hini.sclf with Bukharin, 242-7; 
defeats Leningrad Opposition, 248- 
55, 260-1; strikes again at Trotsky. 
256-8; on ‘rootless cosmopolitans’, 
259; in Politbureaii of 1926-7, 260 
II. i; Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s 
revelations about, 263 ff.; and Joint 
Opposition, 267-70, 273-4, 278, 280- 
1; imiieachcs Zinoviev and Lashe- 
vich, 279 80; ‘blurs issues’, 282-3; on 
Trotsky's ‘Qiiixotr^^’, 284; threatens 
expulsions, 291; makes and breaks a 
truce, 2()3 6; ‘grave-digger of revolu¬ 
tion’, 296; at XV Conference, 303-8; 
and ‘Soviet Thernddor’, 311-16. 

His policy in China, 319 if., 322-7; 
and ‘left* Kuomintang, 332, 334-7; 
speaks of Chamberlain - Trotsky 
‘bloc*, 335-6; changes course in 
China, 337-8; urges expulsion of 
Opposition from C.C., 340 ff., 348-9, 
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35 367; Trotsky on his incompet¬ 

ence, 352-4; and the ‘Wrangel 
ofriccr*, 35G-9; and So\ ie.t-French 
relations, 3G1-3; inlroduces seven 
hours* day, 363 ff.; his move's on 
n*nlh anniversary of revolution, 3G9- 
74 IT.; and Voile's suicide, 381; 
deports 'Trotsky and his Jbllowers. 
390 iT., 397; and grain crisis, 

404 ft'., 426-7; starts ‘left course*, 
405~t;» IT., 412 IT., .<54 IT.; his ‘plan 
of action* agaiiist 'Tnitsky, .J09 11; 
as ‘agent of necessity*, 415 18: dtr- 
nounced as ‘chief of 'Therinidor*, 
431-2; resumes ‘lei't course', 440-7; 
characterized hy Bukharin, .140 -3; 
liis inner party tactics in 1928, 443-6, 
451-7; at VJ Comintern Congress, 
444; banishes 'Trotsky frojii Russia, 
457; a 'Soviet Bonaparte* i*, 439 -66. 

Stetsky, 232. 

Sun Vat-sen, 205, 217-19, 320, 323. 

Syrtsov, S., 303, 

Tainiv, A,, 193. 

Tallin, \'., 194. 

Thiilmann, E., 359. 

Thermidor and 'Soviet 'I'hermidor', 
244-5, 292, 303, 448; as seen by 
7 'roLsky in 1926 7, 311-16, 343-7, 
377-8, 406, 408, 412; and in 192B, 
427-8, 431, 437 ft'.; Rakovsky on, 
43^7i ^ right-left coalition, 448-9. 

'Thomas, J. H., 219. 

'Thorez, M., 44. 

'Tocqueville, A., 433. 

Toglialii (Ercoli), l\, 444. 

Tolstoy, L., 240. 

Toinsky, M., 81-82, 133, 217; as leader 
of right wing, 228, 242, 273, 305,348, 
364; praises 'I'rotsky, 254; turns 
against Stalin, 442, 445 ff.; as *Thcr- 
midorian manqui\ 438; objects to 
Trotsky’s banishment, 469. 

Treint, A., 267 n. 2. 

'Tretyakov, 181. 

Trillisser, M., 443. 

Triumvirate (Stalin, Zinoviev, Kame¬ 
nev), its origin,75 IT.; and Lenin, 90- 
91; at XII Congress, 94-104; its 
economic policy, 110 -i i; and ‘Forty 
Six*, 115-18; denounces 'Trotsky 
publicly, 125-32; and Lenin’s death, 
133-4; proclaims ‘Lenin Levy’, 135- 
6; and Lenin’s will, 136-8; opposed 
in Third International, 140-1; and 
the Lessons of October, 154-60; its 
dissolution, 241-2 IT. 

Trotsky, L. 

his last years with Lenin: 2-3,12, 13; 


after civil war, 22-30 IT, 55; and 
Old Guard, 32-35; combats Work¬ 
ers* Opposition, 30-32, 44, 51-54; 
refuses viec-I*reiiiier*s post, 35-37, 
66, 87; on N.E.P. and planning, 
39-42. .16-47; on 'primitivesocialist 
accuniulatioiT, 43-46, 98-103, 

130--i; attacks Stalin, 47-51; in 
dilemma between authority and 
freedom, 51-34; bis relations with 
Lenin, 54-55 6'., 133 - 4 ’ 3 U> n. 3; 
prevents scuttling of Red Navy. 
55; as initiator of Rapallo Treaty, 
56-58; receives Herriot in Mos¬ 
cow. 58; as co-author of united 
front policy, 59-65; Ins 'bloc* with 
Lenin, 66"69, 88-90; cliaracUT- 
ized in Lenin’s will, 70; opposed 
by triumvirs. 75 -81; his relations 
with Bukharin, R\kov, Kalinin, 
and other leaders, 82-86, 

during struggle over succession; 
the early phase, 86-90: th<; ‘rotten 
compromise*, 91 93, 98; liis be- 
iiaviour at XH C'ongress, 94-10.1; 
his self-defeating tactics, 103-6; 
resigns all posts and asks to be sent 
to (iermany. 111-12; his attitude 
towards ‘ullra-lcfT groups, 108-11); 
and the ‘Forty Six’, 113-17; Ins 
illness, 118, 131-2; on the ‘new 
course’, 118-19; attacks bureau¬ 
cracy, 12(>~4 IT.; is denounced 
publicly, 125-6; leaves for Cauca¬ 
sus, learns of Lenin’s death, 133-4; 
elfcrcts of his absence from Mo.scow, 
134-5; under anathema, 132; on 
the ‘Lenin levy’, 135-6; during the 
reading of Lenin’s will, 137-8, 140 
n. i; at XIII Congress, 138-40, 
146; and European communism, 
140-1; urges insurrection in Ger¬ 
many, 141-4; and Brandler, 145 -6; 
at V Comintern Congress, 146-7; 
and Comintern ‘ri^girnc’, 14^51; 
in controversy over Ijtssons of Octo¬ 
ber, 151-60; resigns from Commis¬ 
sariat of War, 160-3; serves on 
Council of National Economy, 
171-2, 209. 

his intellectual influence: 

Literature and Revolution, Problems of 
Everyday Life, On Lenin, Culture of a 
Transition Period, 164-5, 
attitude towards intelligentsia, 
167-8, 171; repudiates l^roletkult, 
169, 188-90; on cultural heritage, 
170-1; on ‘foul language*, 165-7; 
on philosophy of science, 172-7; 
predicts atomic age, 177-8; on 
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I'rcud and Pavlo\', 177-80; as 
crilic of an and liurralun*, 180-97; 
his vision of socialist culture, Kjr^- 
7; drive againsi 'J. rotskyisin in 
culture, 197-200. 

during 1925- (> int<Tval: 

disbands Opposition. 201; repu¬ 
diates Kastniarrs flisrlosure of 
Lenin’s will, 201—2; .and Kadek, 
Preobrazhensky, and otln-r 'J'roi- 
skyisls. 203-8, 23^- 8; advocates 
industrialization, 209-ir: opposes 
economic isolationisin, 211 -12; on 
U.S.A. and communism, 212 17: 
li'/urg i.\- Britain Goinfi?^ 217 21; 
<‘oniro\a‘r.sy with Pritish critics, 
221-2: fm socialism in one country, 

2. J2, 28-, -91 and fmssimi on ‘Soviet 
'riiermidur*, 24.1 ■); and Lenin¬ 
grad Opposition, 2.j8-;,2, 281- 2; 
iiis silence at XIV Congress, 253- 
G; liis correspondence with Hukh- 
arin, 25G-8; Ins ‘Jewishness’, 
2f)8-c); is re-elected to Poliflnireau, 
2G0 II. 1; h^rms Joint Opposition, 
262 ff.; his reconciliation with 
Zinoviev .and Kamenev, 2G3-5; on 
a trip to B<Tlin, 286-7. 

at the head of the Joint Opposition: 
a general view, 271-3; the merger 
of two Oppositions, 2G7 8; speaks 
for Joint Opyjosition, 275 7: at¬ 
tacks Anglo-Soviet Council, 2G7 • 9, 
278; appeals to rank and hie, 281 - 
2 IV.; ofrciul.s nationalist feeling, 
288 (F.: on ‘Soviet 'riuTiuidor*. 
292, 3II" 14, 342 7; makes truce 
with St«alin, 293 .t; and Eastman’s 
publication in full of Lenin’s will, 
294-6; describes Stalin as ‘grave¬ 
digger of revolution’, 296- 7;s])eaks 
.at. XV' Confenaice. 299 fl’.; ‘to ilie 
like Lenin or like Liebkneclu 
309-10; his inner parly tactics, 
314-16; prc.sidcs over Polilbiireaii’s 
Chinese Conunission, 322-3; his 
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pelled from Ontral Committee, 
366-7; his behaviour and mood, 
368 71; during November demon- 
siraiions, 376-8; expelled from 
parly, 379; and Voffe’s suicide, 
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